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The Cooperative Extension Service (CES), as a publicly supported
educational agency, continuously struggles to define its proper function
and purpose.
What ought to be the role of Extension in the information
society of the 21st century? Should Extension's mission be
broad-based or narrowly defined? What is Extension's public
image? Should Extension's clientele be primarily rural or
urban, farm or non-farm? Should programs emphasize personal
or impersonal methods of communication? And who will champion
Extension's cause in securing future support? (Warner and
Christenson, 1982)
In times of limited resources, there are increased pressures on
public agencies to demonstrate their worth to society. Extension's
mission and accountability have been repeatedly questioned and the
agency will be forced to make decisions and answer questions for its
public's as it has never had to do before.
Futurists have predicted that the changes that the organization
has experienced in the past are nothing compared with what it is likely
to face in the future. As we move into an era where information is
increasingly important. Extension, as an educational agency can play a
pivotal role. Change is inevitable; the only question is Extension's
response. Extension has the chance to shape its future, or it can react
to a future shaped by others (Warner & Christenson, 1982).
Extension has been repeatedly faced with the issues of defining
appropriate target audiences, delivering quality programs in the most
efficient and effective manner, projecting a positive image and
maintaining an adequate support base are being widely discussed. Some
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of Extension's public's say that the organization has changed due to
societal changes and technology. Some critics say that changes have been
too slow in coming, that the organization has not been responsive enough
to the needs of the people; while others are critical of Extension for
going too far and see the organization as straying from its original
purpose (Warner & Christenson, 1982).
Over the years. Extension's programs have grown substantially with
few systematic efforts to provide for comprehensive, in-depth
evaluations. Traditionally evaluations in Extension have concentrated on
measuring inputs in terms of the methods used to reach people (i.e.,
meetings, newsletters, service bulletins, office visits), counting the
number of participants and receiving informal feedback as to the
happiness of clientele with specific activities and events (Warner &
Christenson, 1982).
The few studies that have gone beyond the basic counting procedures
have often been carried out in limited geographical areas (i.e., one
county or area) or they have been of specific programs, (i.e.. Expanded
Food and Nutrition Education Program, 4-H or both). They have provided
interesting case studies and anecdotal material, but it is unclear as to
the value they have for generalizing to other situations.
In recent years the emphasis on evaluations of Extension have
intensified for accountability purposes and for improvement of their
programs.
In 1978, the Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP) of the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
3
(NASULGC) in cooperation with the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA), evaluated the consequences of Cooperative
Extension's educational programs. The Food and Agriculture Act of 1977
mandated the Secretary of Agriculture to furnish Congress with an
evaluation of the economic and social consequences of the Extension
Service's programs. This mandate resulted in a nationwide public
assessment of the Cooperative Extension Service. A national assessment
was conducted. A major outcome of the national evaluation was an
increased awareness of the need to evaluate more completely and
effectively the impact of all Extension programs across the nation.
This researcher, an Extension agent from 1978 to 1986 and an
administrator from 1982 to 1986 with the Nevada Cooperative Extension
in Clark County, began to critically examine the activities and
perceived effectiveness of the agency's programs. Historically,
evaluations of Extension's effectiveness in the Clark County office had
been confined to needs assessments in individual program areas. These
needs assessments usually conducted informally and according to
individual agents feelings and perceptions. Nevertheless, questions were
continuously being raised concerning the agency's role and it's function
in the Clark County area. Issues such as appropriate target audiences,
program delivery methods, variety of programs and organizational image
were repeatedly discussed by state and local government, community
leaders farm organizations, and the general public. The chronic
questioning forced this researcher to take a closer look at
accountability from the viewpoint of its users and many public's.
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In reviewing information gathered on individual programs in Clark
County, literature tended to show that consumers of the services and the
general public had a limited knowledge of Extension's role and function
as an organization; did not know its true purpose for existence, and
only knew about Extension from their involvement with one program area.
This writer viewed this study as a means to learn how Clark County
residents viewed the entire agency and all of its programs. Since the
organizations inception, there have been no in-depth studies that viewed
the agency in this manner. To this researchers knowledge, this agency
has no plans to conduct an evaluation of this magnitude. Because of the
need for this type of study to be conducted of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in Clark County and because of a past association with this
and other agencies of this sort, the writer concluded that taking a look
at the organizational image as well as the effectiveness of public,
non-profit organizations of this sort would be a very worthwhile
endeavor.
Through this study it is the writer's intent to clarify some of the
previous questions about Extension's role and functions from the
perspective of it's many public's, in addition to contributing to the
existing body of knowledge about the Nevada Cooperative Extension.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to assess the awareness, perception
and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
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More specifically, this study was designed to answer the following
questions.
1. What are the characteristics of the consumers of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County's programs and
services?
la. What are the characteristics of the consumers in the Nevada
survey as compared with the characteristics of the consumers
in the National Assessment of Cooperative Extension?
2. How aware are the residents of urban Clark County of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in general and more specifically, of the
three program areas of agriculture/gardening, home economics and
4-H youth programs?
3. Do the residents of urban Clark County perceive the Nevada
Cooperative Extension as an agricultural agency designed to
assist farmers and rural residents?
4. Do urban Clark County residents perceive themselves as having any
say in determining the educational programs offered in their
community?
5. To what extent are urban Clark County residents and family members
making use of the services of the Nevada Cooperative Extension,
more specifically, of the three program areas of agriculture/
gardening, home economics and 4-H youth programs?
5a. Were respondents satisfied with the services they received?
5b. Were the services utilized within the past twelve (12) months?
5c. What are some reasons for non-participation in the Nevada
Cooperative Extension's educational programs?
5d. What were the primary methods of communication utilized by
respondents for contact with the Nevada Cooperative Extension?
Theoretical Rationale
"The Smith-Lever Act (1914) outlined the primary mission of
Cooperative Extension as the dissemination of useful and
practical research-based information regarding agriculture,
home economics and related subjects among the people of the
United States not enrolled in land-grant colleges." (Boone
1970:265)
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A number of concepts which have theoretical relevance to this study
are introduced in this chapter and in the following chapter.
Organizations are viewed as "systems for the promotion of
co-operation among small groups in the production of a common product or
function" (Bates & Harvey, 1975). More specific to the present studies
of the Extension Service is the description of bureaucratic
organizations. As viewed by Bates and Harvey (1975:179), "bureaucratic
organizations" are specialized in the production of some products or
services that are exchanged with other social systems in their
environment, and so may be regarded as "input-output systems." The
exchange of inputs and outputs with its environment is required to
insure the organizations effectiveness and ultimate survival. In the
case of Cooperative Extension, its outputs consist of the providing of
educational, social, scientific and developmental resources and
services. Inputs into the agency include financial support, legitimacy,
receptivity and feedback from constituent groups and clientele regarding
the effectiveness of its services. The system/s that have been used
previously seem to have failed to identify specialized needs and
unserved or underserved audiences (Katz, 1977).
There have always been conflicting opinions on who should evaluate
an organizations effectiveness. In the case of Extension, the agency has
tended to rely on administrators, other intra-agency personnel, and
active clientele or participants with whom it has established contact
(Fugiutt, 1965; Nolan & Lasley, 1970; Warner & Christenson, 1982). These
groups have been the source of feedback used by Extension in evaluating
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its programs and organizational effectiveness. Assessments which rely
heavily on the perceptions of individuals and groups who are deeply
involved and maintain regular contact with the agency and utilize its
services, tend to highlight the agency's strength's rather than
weaknesses. Therefore, a number of researchers advocate using a broad
range of constituencies (Pfiffner & Sherwood, 1960; Steers, 1975; Katz &
Hahn, 1978), and especially constituent groups outside the organization
(Friedlander & Pickle, 1968; Perrow, 1961; Reinhardt, 1973). According
to Miles (1979) and Cameron (1978), there are groups which are strategic
to the performance of all organizations. Ratings from these groups are
essential to the assessment of an organizations effectiveness. An
appropriate measure of the effectiveness of Extension's output reside
in the perceptions of strategic constituencies located both within the
organizational system as well as outside the organizations environment.
Thus, the recommendations made by organizational theorist add an aura of
objectivity and presents a broader set of criteria from which
effectiveness can be assessed and are therefore incorporated into this
study.
Significance of the Study
This study adds insight into an area which has not been researched
extensively.
Additionally this study will serve to:
1. benefit Extension's clientele, personnel and public's to which
they are accountable and at the same time add to the body of
literature on evaluative research. This study initiates a type
of model for evaluating a public agency that can be used by
future investigators.
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2. provide some feedback about the Nevada Cooperative Extension
in urban Clark County from the viewpoint of the environment-
namely the clients, rather than the organizations staff.
3. be used as a paradigm with other agencies and service delivery
agencies in determining their appropriate function in society
and the modifications required in their services to insure
their survival.
4. stimulate others in Extension to conduct research in this
area.
5. provide information to be used in the training of future
Extension staff, at the undergraduate and graduate levels.
Basic Assumptions
For the purpose of this study, the following assumptions were made:
1. the awareness, perception and use of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in urban Clark County was accurately related to
an individuals experience/s with the organization.
2. urban Clark County respondents would recognize that Extension
has a pluralistic rather than a single identity.
3. respondents would recognize the three program areas (4-H,
home economics, and agriculture) as being a part of the
agency rather than as a separate entity.
4. the accuracy of the data obtained through the use of the survey
method described in this study would be dependent upon the
memory and honesty of the respondent.
Limitations
Anyone making generalizations from the findings of this study
should be mindful of the following limitations:
1. this study was limited in scope in that it drew upon a repre¬
sentative sample of the total population in urban Clark County
who had access to residential telephone service and who were
a part of Extension's "catchment area." Consequently, general¬
izations should be limited to similar population components.
2. this study focused on the Extension organization as a whole,
not on specific components (i.e., agriculture, home economics,
4-H) therefor, it does not attempt to examine the unique
features of each particular program or service.
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3. the survey method used in this study did not attempt to measure
indicator of economic and social changes resulting from the
use of programs or services obtained through the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
4. the use of more than one interviewer may have interfered with
the standardization of answers on some of the questions in
the instrument. Hopefully, the in-service training and the
use of structured interview materials provided by the
researcher reduced the amount of variability.
Definition of Terms
The following words and terms are operationally defined as they
were used in the context of this study.
1. Cooperative Extension Service - (also called Extension Service,
Extension, CES, and now referred to nationally as the
Cooperative Extension System) is an organization that was
created to disseminate and encourage the application of useful,
research-based information relating to agriculture, home
economics and related subjects among the people of the United
States and its territories, not enrolled in land-grant
colleges.
2. Organizational Image - the sum of perceptions, attitudes,
ideas, beliefs, and feelings people have about a particular
organization. Operationally, it consisted of the typical
response pattern on each of the variables identified.
3. Awareness - implied knowledge through what one heard, saw
or felt. Operationally, it was the score obtained from items
2,4,5,6,7,8,14,15,16, and 29 of the questionnaire.
4. Perception - implied opinions through what was seen and felt
about the value of the agency from citizen input.
Operationally, it was the score obtained from items 3,9,20,21,
26,31,34, and 35 of the questionnaire.
5. Use - implied involvement with or having taken advantage of
the goods or services of the agency. Operationally, it was
the score obtained from items 10,11,12,13,17,18,19,22,23,24,
25,27,28,30,33, and 37 of the questionnaire.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The review of literature has been organized into sections and
subsections according to the emphasis of this study and for reading
continuity. The sections and subsections in this chapter are: (1)
Characteristics of the consumers; (2) The history of land-grant
institutions; (3) The history and function of Cooperative Extension;
. program content areas; (4) The organizational image and public
awareness of Cooperative Extension;(a).extent of awareness of Extension;
(5) Studies assessing Extension's awareness, perception and use; and
(6) Extension's move toward the future: "Issues Programming."
Based upon the review of literature on the Nevada Cooperative
Extension, there was a lack of relevant information available on the
history of the organization, organizational image or awareness, or
assessments that have been conducted on the agency or individual
programs. Therefore, this literature review will concentrate on
information in general about the aforementioned topics as they pertain
to the Extension Service.
Every attempt will be made to avoid unnecessary, redundant
duplication in the discussion of the literature.
Characteristics of the Consumers
Due to the changes in American society, the scope and function of
the Cooperative Extension Service (CES) has changed dramatically. In
the past. Cooperative Extension served an agricultural clientele, mostly
farmers.
Due to economic and societal changes, this is no longer true. In
reviewing the literature, this researcher found that this is no longer
the case. Extension's agricultural following has decreased greatly in
numbers and those who do remain hold little or no resemblance to the
pioneer farmers of earlier eras'. The rural areas that Extension once
served have changed in both population (size) and characteristics.
Because of intense growth and other pressures from both rural and
urban areas and because rural and urban residents have become more
knowledgeable and better educated, more specialized interest groups such
as low-income, minority, and the elderly are making demands on agencies
such as Extension to provide a variety of services. Consequently,
Extension has been held accountable to its traditional clientele as well
as to potential clientele — all the people of the United States not
presently being served. This is one of the few agencies which attempts
to serve the needs of all people of the United States.
Controversy over who should be served by Extension has been
addressed from both within and outside the agency. Charles Schuman
(1962), one of the past presidents of the American Farm Bureau, concurs
with the opinion of those supporting Extension's primary responsibility
to farm populations only, mainly commercial farmers. In his words, "the
Extension Service is neither equipped nor was it designed to serve
rural (nonfarm) residents, suburban families or city people." This
statement does not concur with Extension's original mission.
Many of Extension's traditional consumers feel that broadening the
agency's clientele would dilute services to them. Fearing the loss of
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support from traditional audiences and organizations whose support is
visible and can be considered an indicator of organizational legitimacy,
is considered by Extension as justification for continuing traditional
services to an almost total agricultural constituency. On the other
hand, there is increasing support for Extension's involvement in areas
other than agriculture. Halverson (1962:47) calls for a reduction in
efforts to expand farm output, stating that such efforts are "an
uneconomic use of public funds and a waste of resources." Extension
should be more involved in public affairs, in foreign agricultural
development, and in programs benefiting urban and suburban areas
(York,1966; Hal verson, 1962; Colvard,1962).
Historical ties to agriculture and linkages with other
organizations and agencies tend to lead to the neglect of individuals
and groups less able to influence legislators and public institutions
(Slocum,1957; Hightower,1978). Small farmers and less prosperous rural
citizens, as well as some urban residents , are often ignored (Hightower
and DeMarco,1972; Berry,1978). A common criticism of Extension's failure
to serve the needs of all segments of the population centers around the
fact that the agency's programs reach only the upper third of the people
who are generally the ones who do not need the services and programs or
who could afford to purchase them if they were available on the open
market (Loomis and Beagle,1957; Rogers,1960),
Extension's ties to agriculture may be detrimental to its
identification of new clientele and its adaptation to their needs. As
Miller (1973) points out. Extension can no longer rest on its laurels of
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past accomplishments but must undergo organizational restructuring to
adapt to today's changing environment.
In reviewing Extension's past history of servive to the public, it
was concluded that Extension has had to continually try to answer
the following questions: How many clients should Extension try to serve?
Should Extension try to serve every man, woman and child in the United
States? Are Extension clientele primarily farmers and rural residents?
Are they rural youth and farm wives? Or are the majority community
officials, homeowners, 4-Her's, and homemakers living in urban centers?
Who should Extension be serving? Out of all of these questions come
still another question that is demanding an answer—who does Extension
now serve? To try and provide an answer to some of the many questions
that are plaguing Extension, a National Survey of the general population
in the United States was commissioned and conducted by Warner and
Christenson (1982). After conducting the national assessment of
Extension, Warner and Christenson were able to provide a comprehensive
picture of the characteristics of the consumers of the Cooperative
Extension Service's programs and other offerings.
Contrary to popular belief, the majority of Extension's clientele
live in metro areas, with more than two-thirds living in towns and
cities. The national study showed that sixty-four cent of the users of
Extension live in metropolitan areas. Metro clientele outnumbered
non-metro users almost two-to-one because 73% of the United States
population lived in metro counties (U.S. Census,1980).
Extension users are predominately middle class. They are middle to
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upper income, high school and college educated, white, married, employed
and homeowners. The study showed there to be an under-representation of:
poor, single, divorced, separated/widowed persons; those with less
educational attainment; the unemployed, retired, or students; and
renters. In actuality, whites use Extension more than non-whites. Of all
the racial/ethnic groups studied, blacks were the most
under-represented.
The survey also showed that Extension users are active in politics.
Users of the Extension Service are more likely to vote and to contribute
to political candidates than non-users.
In reviewing the literature on the national assessment as it
pertained to the individual program areas, this writer found that women
comprised the majority of the users of home economics programs, but also
that a quarter of the home economics information was used by men. Women
were also found to make extensive use of the agriculture information.
More blacks and other minority groups were found to be users of the
community development programs and information, while agriculture served
only a small percentage of minorities. The study showed that minorities
felt that they had not been discriminated against in being given equal
access to the use of the Extension Service.
While farm families used agricultural and 4-H more than they used
other programs, they were not found to be the major users of the
agricultural programs. This study indicated that seventy percent of the
users of agricultural programs were not farmers. Sixty percent of the
users of the agriculture programs and information lived in towns.
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The findings from the Warner and Christenson (1982) survey, has
tended to provide a more comprehensive overview of who Extension is
serving than any other evaluation that has been conducted during the
agency's history. Because this study provided an independent assessment
of Extension's clientele, it was concluded that Extension has at least
been successful at serving a wide cross-section of people.
The History of Land-Grant Institutions
Americans have prized education as the provider of individual
opportunities and national progress since colonial times.
Land-grant colleges were established as a system by the Morrill Act
of 1862. Each state that accepted the benefits of the Morrill Act was
obligated to provide...
... at least one college where the leading objective shall
be, without excluding other scientific and classical studies,
and including military tactics, to teach such branches of
learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanical
arts, ... in order to promote the liberal and practical
education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits
and professions in life (Morrill Act,U.S.Code,vol.2,1862).
The Morrill Act and its advocates recognized that common people —
industrial classes as well as those of privileged parentage, would have
an opportunity to obtain a college education (USDA-NASULGC,1968:2).
The name "land-grant" was derived from the method of funding
established under legislation. The Morrill Act provided 30,000 acre-land
grants to each state for the establishment of colleges of agriculture,
mechanical arts and military science. The number of grants received was
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equal to the states number of senators and representatives. The land was
then sold and ten percent of the resulting revenues were used to
purchase a college site, including an experimental farm. The balance was
permanently invested in United State stocks and bonds or other safe
stocks. Later modifications of the Morrill Act in 1980 provided monetary
grants to existing Black colleges of agriculture which assisted in the
establishment of new ones. These acts set the stage for Extension's
major "educational" function.
The Extension Service can be traced to the establishment of the
United States Department of Agriculture in 1862, which had, up to that
time been a part of the U.S. Patent Office (Rogers,1960).
The Organic Act, by which the USDA was created, stipulated that
functions of this new department would be "... to acquire and to diffuse
among the people of the United States useful information on subjects
connected with agriculture in the most general and comprehensive sense
of the word, and to procure, propagate, and distribute among the people
new and valuable seeds and plants" (Sanders,1966:26).
USDA existed separately from land-grant colleges until the 1880's.
The Extension Service would later become the organization responsible
for the diffusion of information dispensed by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
As land-grant colleges of agriculture struggled to establish
themselves as effective educational institutions, USDA focused almost
entirely on developing research capacity and disseminating knowledge
(Bonnen,1982).
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As the land-grant colleges of agriculture struggled to establish
themselves as effective educational institutions, it became apparent to
institution leaders that there was a need for experimentation and
research to build knowledge and create a set of agricultural sciences.
Federal funds were set aside under the provisions of the Hatch Act
of 1887 for the establishment of state agricultural experiment stations,
which became adjuncts of the land-grant colleges (Rogers,1960). The
provisions of this Act were similar to those of the act creating the
USDA in that, in addition to conducting scientific investigations and
experiments in agriculture, experiment stations would assist in
diffusing the results of experiments to the people of the United States.
The first U.S. agricultural experiment station was established in
Connecticut in 1875 as an independent institution. The Hatch Act (1887),
formally established agricultural experiment stations to aid
agricultural scientists in their efforts in research. After the
experiment stations were established, numerous attempts were made in the
years between 1887 and 1914, by various legislators, to create an agency
that would serve as a compromise between USDA personnel but would also
be concerned that federal funds being allocated to the states would
actually go to the experiment stations for research and not to other
special interests.
Success stories began to evolve. A number of county Extension
agents were employed in the Northern and Western states (i.e.. New York
and Texas) by the federal government to assist farmers in their attempt
to combat the "boll weevil" problems (Sanderson, 1942). Because this
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mission was so successful, the word spread quickly to the southern
states where, by 1911, 580 county agents were employed in agricultural
Extension work (Sanderson,1942:397). Finally aided by the results of
these endeavors. Representative Frank A. Lever of South Carolina and
Senator Hoke Smith of Georgia succeeded in establishing Extension work
at the national level.
The History and Function of Cooperative Extension
Cooperative Extension was officially created by legislation under
the Smith-Lever Act of 1914. It was unique in that it was the first
agricultural agency to receive permanent appropriations. In addition,
the Act went beyond previous legislation in its provision for
involvement in the area of home economics. In the years following 1914,
the original Act was amended by the Capper-Ketchum Act of 1928 to
include youth development (4-H) and in 1972, by the Rural Development
and Appropriations Act, which authorized Extension's involvement in
rural and community development.
The name "Cooperative Extension Service" was derived from the
unique plan for sharing costs by federal, state and county governments
which requires dollar-for-dollar matching of federal and state funds and
contributions of local funds in amounts that may vary among the states
and counties (Matthews, 1960). Financial support from counties was not
required but evolved as local people began to support the Cooperative
Extension Service and see it as their own.
The Smith-Lever Act outlined the primary mission of Cooperative
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Extension as the dissemination of useful and practical information
regarding agriculture, home economics and related subjects among the
people of the United States not enrolled in land-grant colleges. The
congressional charge to Cooperative Extension, through the Smith-Lever
Act as amended, is extremely broad. Extension's mission is education.
The legislation specifies audiences, general subject areas and
educational approaches for Extension. The United States Code and the
Food Security Act of 1985 specify that ...
... Cooperative agricultural extension work shall consist
of the development of practical applications of research
knowledge and the giving of instruction and practical
demonstrations of existing or improved practices and
technologies in agriculture, uses of solar energy with
respect to agriculture, home economics, and rural energy
and subjects relating thereto to persons not attending
or residents in said colleges in the several communities,
and imparting information on said subjects through
demonstrations, publications, and otherwise and for the
necessary printing and distribution of information in
connection with the foregoing; ... (Boone,1970).
Since the 1950's, Extension has given increasing attention to new
challenges imposed by urbanization (Vines, et al.,1963). Numerous
studies related to Extensions changing functions have been undertaken by
the agency and other research groups (Sayre and Stovall,1977;
Brazzel,1981). The "Scope Report" of 1958 highlighted the need for
change and redirection in Extension's organizational structure and
programs to accommodate the needs of a changing clientele. The report
recommended that Extension's clientele include farmers, farm families,
urban residents, and individual agri-business services (Boone,1970:269).
Although the words of the original Act, "and relating thereto," provide
latitude for Extension to redefine its scope and function to fit the
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changing needs of society, no legislation has been enacted to amend the
original Act to provide for inclusions of urban areas and residents as
part of Extension's domain.
The Cooperative Extension Service, a unique achievement in American
education, is the world's largest, publicly supported, informal adult
education and development organization(Boone, 1970). It is known as an
agency for change and a catalyst for individual and group action. Today,
the Cooperative Extension Service,; USDA; the 1862 land-grant
universities in the 50 states, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, Micronesia, and the District of Columbia plus 16
land-grant universities and Tuskegee University have mor than 3,150
offices.
Extension has long been recognized as a link between the producers
and consumers of scientific knowledge. In its linking role. Extension
gathers research-based knowledge from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and state agricultural experiment stations, derives practical
information from it, and transmits it in an understandable form to
potential users (Awa & VanCrowder,1978). The system is characterized by
two-way communication between those who work for Extension and those who
use it. Cooperative Extension Service provides feedback on needs
expressed by people to state and federal research scientists.
It has been the philosophy and policy of CES to be a
problem-oriented organization (Kindinger,1971). People's problems and
needs are the basis of Extension's educational programs. Although it was
originally created to assist farmers and rural residents, it would be a
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mistake to regard the Extension Service as an organization that
continues to meet the needs of rural people only.
During the 1950's and the 60's, government agencies and
congressional hearings documented that some 5 million American families
were living in poverty in both rural and urban areas. Their need for
adequate nutrition and balanced diets led to the development of several
Extension nutrition education projects to reach more families in
poverty. In November 1968, Congress began funding the nutrition program
and designated the Extension Service's on the state and county levels to
conduct the nationwide educational program known as the Expanded Food
and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP). This nutrition education
program was developed specifically to teach low-income and disadvantaged
families proper nutrition habits.
Extension provides unbiased information and educational programs in
four main subject areas: agriculture, home economics, 4-H youth programs
and community development. Extension's program responsibilities also
include: EFNEP, urban 4-H and youth programs, consumer education, family
relations, community improvement, small farmers programs and natural
resource conservation.
Program Content Areas
As previously stated. Extension's efforts and programs focus on
four broad areas: agriculture and natural resources, home economics, 4-H
youth and rural and community development. Many of its programs have
been a "spillover" from programs developed for rural people, with the
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exception of home economics, which is less residentially oriented
(Brown,1965). Further elaboration of the content areas follow.
Agriculture and Natural Resources: When America's farmers began to
produce in excess of that required for their subsistence, the need arose
for information in the areas of product marketing, farm management, and
efficient resource allocation. As a result, farmers became more
dependent upon government agencies for new technologies that would
increase agricultural productivity and efficiency, and on groups and
organizations for supplies used in farm production. The Extension
Service became a valuable source of information and assistance to those
producers.
With increasing specialization and commercialization in agricul¬
ture, Extension tended to focus many of its programs on large commer¬
cial producers, especially those with farm sales exceeding 10,000.
(SEA-Extension, 1980:45). In 1978, Extension allocated thirty-six
percent of its budget and forty percent of its professional staff hours
to agricultural programs, most of which served the commercial producers.
Following criticism for favoring this particular farming unit and upper-
middle income farm families. Extension began to focus its efforts on
assisting lower-income farmers; however, it reaches less than one-half
of those farmers with sales less than $2500 (SEA-Extension, 1980:45).
The increase in the number of part-time farmers has also became an area
of concern for Extension in that the farm population is becoming more
heterogeneous. Technologies and information appropriate for the large
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farmers and for large commercial producers are not applicable to
low-income and part-time farmers who generally are not in a financial
position to expand their scale of operation. In addition, urbanites
continue to rely on Extension for information and guidance in such areas
as home gardening, pest control, landscaping, and home maintenance.
Concern for resource conservation and outdoor recreational facilities
exists in urban as well as rural areas. Consequently, the farmer is no
longer the sole recipient of agricultural and natural resource
information provided by Extension. The changing structure of agriculture
and the trend toward urbanization have forced Extension to widen and
diversify its agricultural program offerings. At the same time.
Extension has become involved in international development programs in
agriculture which, some argue, weakens it commitment to and concern for
American farm and non-farm residents.
Home Economics; Extension's early programs in home economics relied
heavily on the "demonstration" method. The home demonstration agent
met with groups of women in their homes and presented information
on meal preparation, food preservation, canning, sewing and home
furnishings. The "home" aspect received special emphasis in that agents
tended to encourage those values which favored family solidarity,
citizenship, and the home as part of the foundation of democracy
(Sanders,1966:419). Home demonstration clubs grew out of these informal
gatherings, yet the agents efforts were directed primarily toward farm
families.
24
Today, programs in home economics tend to emphasize the
"economical" aspect. More and more, women in rural, as well as urban
areas, are employed outside the home and require assistance in such
areas as efficient allocation of time and efforts between work and home
responsibilities, better nutritional planning in the wake of the "fast
food" phenomenon, and better management of home financial matters. In
addition to its traditional offerings, Extension now provides up-to-date
information on consumer purchasing, health and safety, child care,
pollution control, etc. It assists families in improving their decision
making capacities, in developing interests outside the home and
workplace, and in improving their overall quality of life.
A Gallup Poll, commissioned by Extension in 1979, indicated that
only ten percent of the adult population in the United States had
participated in Extension's home economics programs, however, with women
(15%) participating more than men (9%), those with higher educational
levels (14%) participating more than those with a grade school education
(7%) and those whose incomes exceeded $20,000 (14%) participating more
than those whose incomes fell below $10,000 (7%). In addition, those
farm homes (10%) and whites (11%) exceeded non-whites (6%) in their
rates of participation. Of all respondents, 39.5 percent had never heard
of Extension (The Gallup Organization,1979).
The major criticism of Extension's efforts in the area of home
economics are (1) that it tends to emphasize the "social" rather than
the educational, and (2) it serves only formalized groups to the neglect
of low-income families who do not generally belong to such groups but
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who have a greater need for the services. Consequently, some state and
local agencies have sought to involve homemakers and other groups
outside the home demonstration clubs, especially low-income rural and
urban families. It has also encouraged women, in particular, to become
more knowledgeable of and involved in public affairs.
4-H Youth; Extension's work with youth has been acknowledged as one of
its major contributions to the American society.
Prior to 1914, the organization worked with groups of farm children
to instill in them the knowledge and appreciation for agriculture and
the natural environment. These informal groups met in homes and later in
schools. Children were encouraged to become involved in
agriculturally-related and home economics projects through which they
could apply their new knowledge. These children worked closely with
their parents on these projects, further solidifying the parent-child
relationship and traditional sex roles (Mawby, 1966:262).
After 1914, professional workers were hired by the land-grant
universities to provide rural children, ages 9 through 19, with
practical skills and knowledge in all areas of agriculture and home
economics to assist in the formation of clubs for these boys and girls
which, in 1928, became known as 4-H Clubs (Brown and Boyle, 1964). Their
motto - "To make the best better" (Kendrick, 1926:11).
The scope of Extension's youth development programs has widened in
recent years to include urban as well as rural youth. Today, the
majority of 4-H club members have rural non-farm urban backgrounds. 4-H
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programs are found in at least 90 percent of America's urban areas
(Brown and Boyle, 1964:2). However, the membership composition of 4-H
still reflects a farm bias. According to Rogers and Burdge (1972:333),
"...4-H clubs attract 28% of the farm youth, 7% of the rural non-farm
youth, 6% of the small-town youth, and 0.7% of the urban youth."
Today, 4-H clubs continue to emphasize project work. Although
competitive in nature, these projects provide opportunities for young
people to increase their knowledge and develop new skills in areas such
as careers, photography, ecology, energy conservation, engineering and
public speaking, as well as in the traditional areas of agriculture and
home economics. Extension places high priority on preparing youth for
future leadership positions. Young people are encouraged to become
involved in the communities in which they live; to become
technologically competent; to strive for higher education; and to grow
spiritually, physically and mentally (Sanders, 1966:422), through the
Head, Heart, Hand and Health (Kendrick, 1926:8).
Extensions 4-H program, like other program areas, has received its
share of criticism. Brown and Boyle (1964:3), in a study of 4-H programs
and youth organizations in selected metropolitan areas of the United
States, found that "little evidence is available to assist staff members
in making decisions about the youth program that best fits the youth in
an urban setting. The most important question was, "Does Extension have
the ability to adapt its programs to urban youth?" These researchers
found that 4-H members tended to be concentrated in the lower age
brackets and that 70 to 80 percent of these members were female.
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It was learned from this study that most of the members had joined
4-H for the educational and social opportunities they perceived to
exist. Although there was a wide variety in the number of projects
offered, at least half of the total project enrollment was in foods and
clothing, reflecting Extension's traditional offerings (Brown & Boyle,
1964:31).
In interviews conducted with local government officials, these
authors found that the officials differed on whether or not there was a
need for 4-H in urban areas. Those favoring urban involvement tended to
have rural backgrounds. They cited the need for constructive leisure
activities for urban youth, accompanied by some knowledge of agriculture
and rural life as the reasons for favoring Extension. Officials with
urban backgrounds, however, saw no need for 4-H programs in urban areas
(Brown & Boyle, 1964:34).
Extension has been criticized further for its rural orientation and
its inability to help youth adapt to the changing environments in which
they live. Participation in 4-H clubs, like so many other organizations
such as Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, tend to be costly and, as a result,
exclude minority children and children from low-income families
(USDA-NASULGC, 1968; Robinson, 1970). Some progress has been successful
in large city ghetto areas. The success of these programs lie in
Extension's ability to recruit lay-leaders from within these areas to
serve as a liaison. Often, however, these lay leaders begin to identify
with the Extension organization, which lessens their legitimacy and
effectiveness with youth in these areas—and the cycle begins again. In
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addition to that, 4-H must compete with a number of youth organizations
(e.g., Boy's/Girl's Clubs, YMCA/YWCA) that may not exist in rural areas.
Robinson (1970), argues that Extension's efforts in the past have
been directed toward the "average" youth but he finds it encouraging
that the agency is finally becoming more aware of poor and minority
youth. In part, this awareness has come about as a result of the
dictates of increasing urbanization and advanced technologies. However,
young people today are less willing to accept things as they are, and
this is especially true of those Robinson (1970:15) calls the "have
nots." The time is now for Extension to fulfill its obligation to youth
by aiding the minority, low-income, handicapped and other special
interest groups in obtaining the opportunities and advantages enjoyed by
the majority.
The Organizational Image and Public Awareness of Extension
"Knowledge of the existence of government agencies is an
important determinant of utilization (Katz, et al.,1977:
183."
Public agencies are finding themselves in a "catch 22" situation.
Demands are being made on them from the public's they serve as well as
from funding sources and lawmakers. On the one hand, they have to market
their products, goods and services and make them known; on the other
hand citizens get upset when they see their tax dollars used on agencies
such as Cooperative Extension. Extension, just as all public agencies,
now face a dilemma where they have to create a public image by
advertising, but at the same time are leaving themselves open for
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criticism. However, if they do not create an awareness of their
agencies, they end up facing drastic budget cuts.
Extension does, believe it or not, have an image to maintain. It
may not go out for the expensive advertisements, but it does have to let
the public know what it has to offer. Extension's staying alive and
thriving in the future will depend upon its ability to develop, maintain
and enhance a positive and viable public image. Awareness precedes use
of an agency's service and support for its existence (Warner &
Christenson, 1982). Awareness of an agency is the first step toward
support and use. However, there are persons who are aware of the
organization and its programs but do not use the services. There are
also people who have only a vague awareness of the existence of the
agency but have formed an image of its identity. These images, informed
or uninformed, influences the person's actions as to how they relate to
or use the services of the organization.
Knowledge and use of Extension is the same as for other public
agencies; it occurs as people "experience" the organization as direct
users of services or indirectly through others. When people talk about
Extension they express information about the organization as well as
impressions and interpretations gathered over the years.
In the early days when Extension programs were directed primarily
toward the agriculture population, homemakers or rural youth, awareness
of Extension was expected to be greater among these audiences.
Extension's thrusts were considered to be consistent with the needs of
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the majority of the population when a larger portion of the population
lived in rural areas or engaged in farming. However, with the decline in
farming and a decline in the rural population, the traditional audience
of Extension is now a minority. Since Extension has broadened its
constituency to include urban areas, it is unclear whether they have
established an identity among these users. Acquiring new clientele meant
that Extension had to modify its program offerings. These changes were
seen as positive responses to client needs , but from the standpoint of
organizational image, it is very difficult to project a single identity.
With the new clientele and new programs, it has become more difficult
for the public to comprehend the nature of Extension. Another great
concern is whether the image being projected by the agency reflects its
diversity or is Extension still being described as agricultural in
nature.
Extent of Awareness of Extension
What percent of the U.S. population is aware of Extension? In the
National Assessment of Extension (Warner & Christenson, 1982), 87
percent of the population sampled recognized Extension or its
programs. It was also recognized during this study that slightly less
than half of the respondents recognized the name of the organization.
Because of the diversity of state Extension organizations, the exact
name differed from the exact term used to ask that question. Therefore,
it could be argued that many people do not know the official name of the
organization but identify it by such descriptions as the 4-H office, the
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agricultural agent, or by county staff names.
To test the question of whether Extension is known by many names,
the question "have you ever heard of the Cooperative Extension Service"
was followed by specific awareness questions on each program area. In
all cases more people recognized the program areas than the
organizational name. Approximately 77 percent of the respondents
recognized the name 4-H, while only about half recognized the other
program area names. Because of Extension's traditional mission and
agricultural base, this researcher would have expected the greatest
program recognition would be in agriculture, followed by home economics.
Agriculture was recognized by 52 percent of the respondents and 45
percent of the respondents recognizing home economics. This study also
pointed out that the level of awareness of Extension varied in difficult
geographical regions of the U.S. The highest percentage of recognition
was in the South with the lowest being in the Northwest. Although not
everyone is aware of the organizational name alone, the national
assessment pointed out that nine out of ten adults in the U.S.
population were aware of Extension and its programs.
Studies Assessing Extension's Awareness, Perception and Use
In response to changing needs and technological development.
Cooperative Extension Service periodically conducts studies of its roles
and responsibilities. In 1982, the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) and the U.S. Department
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of Agriculture jointly commissioned and implemented a major study of the
Cooperative Extension Service. The fifth study of its kind in
Extension's seventy-four year plus history, was conducted for several
reasons, including:
1. Legislative bodies, clientele and two federal government
agencies (Government Accounting Office and the Office of
Management and Budget) were questioning whether CES had
its programs to societal and demographic changes and the
resulting needs;
2. The same groups were questioning whether Extension had a clear
mission and priorities; and
3. Legislative bodies and Cooperative Extension Service's legal
partners were asking for clarification of roles and
responsibi1ities.
The study, which surveyed Extension staff members and public
leaders, revealed that CES should place first priority on agricultural
production and marketing; second priority on 4-H youth programs; third
priority on home economics, nutrition and family economics; and fourth
priority on community and economic development and natural and
environmental resources (Forest & Erikson, 1984). CES personnel from the
various program areas tended to rank their own program area as the area
to receive highest priority. Most staff, however, ranked agriculture as
the next highest priority, after their own program area. This findings
suggests a general agreement among Extension staff members that
agriculture should receive high priority within the Cooperative
Extension Service.
County Extension programs consistently ranked 4-H youth programs as
second highest in priority, followed by home economics, natural and
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environmental resources, community, and economic development. State
Extension personnel, however, ranked the program areas in the following
order: agriculture, home economics natural and environmental resources
and 4-H tied, and community and economic development.
The public leaders who were surveyed consistently ranked
agriculture as the highest priority program area, with 4-H youth and
home economics competing for second and third priority. Respondents who
were familiar with Extension, however, ranked 4-H youth programs as the
lowest priority program area.
Extension staff members and public leaders agreed that Cooperative
Extension programs should reflect locally determined needs more than on
a state level basis and that nationally determined needs should be
de-emphasized. Both groups also agreed that Extension should extend
knowledge from the total land-grant university. Comments made by
respondents indicated that while subject matter from the total
land-grant university is important, care is needed to select needed
programs within each program area.
The respondents also said CES must inform all its public's more on
program impact and budget management. Both Extension staff and public
leaders felt that informing people at the county level was the most
important, but that informing governors, state legislators, members of
Congress and the Executive Branch, and the general public was also
important. 4-H youth program staff members indicated the greatest need
to inform the general public. Comments identified numerous reasons for
informing the different public's, including:
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1. Awareness of Cooperative Extension's impacts can lead to more
funding;
2. Informing people can lead to a better understanding of goals
and methods;
3. CES can attract clientele with increased visibility; and
4. Awareness is needed more at the state and national levels.
In 1958, when Cornett started his study of public concepts related
to the role of the Jackson County (Michigan) Cooperative Extension
Service, it was felt that the Extension program might not be as well
known or used as generally assumed, and for that reason support might be
weakened by the changing agricultural industry. He surveyed the entire
Jackson County memberships of the Jackson County Artificial Breeders
Association, the Jackson County Rotary and Kiwanis Clubs, and Business
and Professional Women's Clubs.
What Cornett (1958) found was that most respondents were aware of a
program in Agricultural Extension. The study also revealed some
indications of misunderstanding of the Cooperative Extension Service.
Respondents reported that they had not heard about CES, yet had used
Extension-distributed information or family members had participated in
4-H. Cornett found that better identification of Extension activities
with the organization was needed. Sometimes the name was not associated
with the programs conducted.
Cornett also reported that "both farm and city people seem to feel
that Extension work is basically a rural program"... The respondents
indicated that the CES has some indirect value for city people, but it
is primarily an agency to handle technical matters for farmers.
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Cornett continues,
Public concepts of the role of Extension have been built over
many years and they are not changing very fast. Extension leaders
see agriculture as a shrinking segment of a tightly integrated
economy and they see the Extension Service in a rapidly changing
role. Public opinion may see the picture in due time, but so far
the lag in understanding is still holding to older standards.
It is the feeling of many Extension leaders that Extension is
being forced into broader fields of activity by changing economic
and social conditions. At the same time public concepts of its
role do not seem to be changing at the same pace and this may
cause trouble spots to appear in tax competition for support. In
a wide public service program, the Extension Service has a
disadvantage. Since it is known as an agricultural or rural
service. It runs the risk of losing support from farm oriented
factions faster than it will gain support from others.
Cosner (1980) studied the perception of Oklahoma residents toward
Extension's function at the State University's Division of Agriculture.
In a telephone survey of 14 counties, Cosner found that approximately
seventy-nine percent of the respondents were aware of having an
Extension office in their county. In the specific program areas of
Extension, slightly more than forty-seven percent of the respondents or
a member of their family had been involved with the 4-H program;
approximately twenty-five percent were involved with homemaker clubs;
and fourteen percent were involved with agricultural or related
programs. Cosner concluded that there was a high level of awareness of
the Extension Service among the Oklahoma general public. Residents with
high awareness of Extension had the following characteristics: a
household income of $10,000 to $20,000; 35 to 49 years old; had
agriculture or agriculture-related occupations; high school graduate;
American Indian and female.
Jennings (1983) in a study of Arkansas residents' perception of the
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Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service, concluded that Arkansas
residents seemed to have a fairly high level of awareness of the
agency's programs and services. The study, which involved five Arkansas
counties indicated that sixty-three percent of the respondents reported
that they had heard of the Arkansas CES. Almost sixty-eight percent of
the respondents indicated that they were aware of the county Extension
office. It was further concluded from the findings of the study that
Extension personnel need to recognize that the most common reason for
non-participation in Extension educational programs was that people were
not aware of the services offered by the organization.
These findings were born out by an earlier study conducted by
Coward (1978) of Indiana families. The study surveyed families'
perceived educational needs, educational program priorities and program
delivery preferences related to home economics programs. Three reasons
given for attending Extension-sponsored programs accounted for more than
sixty percent of the total number of responses. The three most common
reasons given were:
1. I like the topics of the programs.
2. I feel a need for better information about personal and family
life.
3. I am a member of a homemakers club.
The reason's reported for not attending were even more clustered.
Three of the statements accounted for almost seventy-five percent of the
total:
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1. I don't know when and where Extension programs are offered in
my community (28.3 percent).
2. I've never seen or heard any publicity on what type of programs
are offered in my community by Extension (26.7 percent).
3. I don't understand what Extension is all about (19.1 percent).
From the Arkansas and Indiana studies, it was not that respondents
knew about Extension, understood its purpose, and then rejected the
program; rather, the respondents simply did not know what Extension was
or what services it offered.
In a more recent study on who uses the services in Northern Idaho,
Rowe (1985) found that in four counties surveyed that nearly half of the
respondents (45 percent) had had some contact with the county Extension
office. This figure represented a sizable increase over the average
found nationwide (27 percent) in Warner and Christenson's (1982)
national assessment of Extension. The study also indicated that Idaho's
Extension program users are predominantly non-farm residents (55
percent). Twenty-three percent of the users resided on farms and the
balance were from small towns (University of Idaho-Cooperative Extension
Service, 1985).
Of the residents included in the sample who lived on farms,
seventy-five percent indicated having had contact with Extension. For
those who were rural non-farm, town and small city residents, 47 and 29
percent, respectively, had had contact with Extension. Thus, it was
concluded in the Idaho study that Extension serves a greater proportion
of farm residents than rural non-farm or town residents.
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This study concluded that the Idaho Extension serves a greater
proportion of persons from households with less than $20,000, who have
generally less education, who are older and more likely to be unemployed
or retired. These findings were almost the exact opposite of the
national assessment.
Extension programs receiving the most attention and use in Idaho
were those related to agriculture, primarily home gardening/landscaping
(49 percent); agriculture/farm management (41 percent); 4-H youth
program (44 percent); and food preparation/nutrition/preservation (43
percent) (University of Idaho-Cooperative Extension Service, 1958).
Both nationally and in Idaho, meetings or workshops accounted for
about forty percent of the respondents contacting Extension. In the
national study bulletins/newsletters, and radio/TV accounted for ninety
percent of the contact from users; while in the Idaho study radio/TV
accounted for only thirty-seven percent and bulletins/newsletters
accounted for fifty-three percent.
From this study, it can be concluded that Extension, in the four
counties sampled in Idaho, is indeed meeting and satisfying the needs of
the target audiences through traditional programs and methods.
Given the nature of Extension education and its great dependency on
the involvement and support of people at all levels, it is apparent that
their effectiveness and success will be largely determined by its
ability to effectively communicate its programs to the public. Past
studies revealed that the public is aware of the Extension Service and
its programs but had a limited knowledge of its role and mission.
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This researcher concluded that because the results indicated from
past studies on the awareness and use of Extension, the organization is
being forced to take a look at what its clientele is saying they feel
they need rather than planning and providing programs purely based upon
its primary mission. Extension has begun to move into what it has termed
"issues-based programming."
Extension's Move Toward the Future; "Issues Programming"
A change in organizational paradigm is a fundamental change in
understanding about what the organization exists to do and how
that work gets done; a fundamental change in the worlds view of
the organization (USDA-ECOP & Minnesota Extension Service,1988).
No longer can Extension rest on past accomplishments and assume
that doing more of the same programs and serving the same audiences will
be acceptable or sufficient. The Cooperative Extension Service is at a
crossroads. This writer concluded that in order to remain a vital force
in American communities. Extension must continue its tradition of change
to meet the public's needs.
To meet the challenges and changes for the future and move forward,
full steam ahead, the Extension Service, the United States Department of
Agriculture, the Extension Committee on Organization Policy has set in
motion the "National Priorities Initiative Process." This process
emphasizes the efficiency, accountability and clarity of Extension's
public mission and also serves as a mechanism to move the Extension
Service System into a more pro-active role as a generator of innovative
change.
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The Cooperative Extension System, as it is commonly called today,
is focusing its resources on issues critical to the economic, social,
and environmental progress of Americans (Boyle,1981).
As Extension moves toward "issues programming," it builds a strong
tradition of program development based on sound educational theory and
successful practice. Many theorists feel that the practice of issues
management in large corporations is far ahead of university theory
(Ewing,1986). As in other segments of society. Extension is moving so
rapidly that the practice of "issues programming" is preceding theory
and conceptual development. Thus, Extension now finds itself faced with
the opportunity to participate in the parallel development of both
practice and theory of issues programs.
Why is Extension considering changing from the traditional or
disciplinary method of programming to "issues-based programming?" Can
they successfully make this change? This writer will attempt to explore
"issues programming" as its relate to Extensions quest to change its
organizational image and to some extent its primary focus.
As Extension moves toward issue-based programming, it brings with
it a strong tradition of program development based upon sound researched
educational theory and successful practice.
Much of Extension's success has been embodied in their unique and
wide variety of delivery methods. Extension personnel at the local level
have always responded to needs of people in the communities that they
have served. This closeness to the people and the desire of Extension to
help people improve their overall quality of living are in agreement
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with the principles of issues programming.
Before issues programming can be dealt with adequately, a clear
definition of exactly what is meant by issues programming must be
spelled out. To date, literature concerning issues come largely from the
fields of public policy and corporate management (Morrison et al.,1983;
Morrison,1984; Bartha,1984; Arrington and Sawaya,1984; Stanley,1985).
This literature generally views issues as an element of corporate public
relations. In that context, issues have these key features:
- they exist in the external environment, the broad dimension of
the entire society
- they have their source in complex problem-social, economic,
political-technical-characterized by divergent viewpoints,
shifting public perceptions, and turbulent values in an age of
dizzying instability;
- they frequently involve conflict and controversy; requiring the
mediation of disputes and contending interests.
These same features are applicable to the Cooperative Extension
System, so issues may be defined as follows: matters of wide public
concern arising out of complex human problems. Issues programming is
Extension's planned response to community-based issues. It differs from
Extension's typical traditional or disciplined programming. First of
all, there is a difference in the way of thinking about the origins of
the programs. Locating program origins in matters of wide public
concern, issues programming, identifies human problems in their own
context-that is, outside the Extension organization-without prior regard
for traditional Extension subject matter, audiences, and methods of
program delivery (Extension, USDA, ECOP, Minnesota Extension, 1988).
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Traditional or disciplinary programming had its origin within the
Extension Service organization in the way an academic discipline has
come to "own" a certain problem or an established audience. The
discipline identifies itself with the specialized concerns of that
audience and generally confines itself to a certain method of program
delivery. In Extension, the audience is often incorporated into the
organization and the delivery method is institutionalized, so that the
audience is indistinguishable from method. The result of traditional or
disciplinary programming is to establish, by prior assumption, whom
Extension will serve, what problems Extension will address, and what
form Extension programs will take. By contrast, issues programming
focuses initially on the public in its broadest sense, which extends
beyond existing audiences and problems and creates a more comprehensive
source of program priorities. Programs flow in response to issues, are
developed in the context of wide public concern, and are evaluated
according to their impact on people affected by the issues. The forces
behind issues programming for Extension feel that in its external origin
and broad conception of the public, issues programming is a powerful
force for liberating Extensions organizational energies.
Because there is a new concept for Extension, states are going to
have to be sold on the idea of "issues programming." This researcher
feels that as states begin to use the issues approach more extensively,
Directors, Administrators, and other Extension leaders need to analyze
critically the implications of the "old" versus the "new" method of
reaching Extension's many public's for each individual state office.
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Summary of the Review of Literature
The review of related literature was comprised of six relevant
sections. The first three sections provided certain necessary background
information. Section one discussed the literature relevant to
characteristics of the consumers, emphasizing that portion of the
population that uses the services; the program areas they utilize; a
description of the characteristics of the users versus the non-users;
and the test of equal opportunity criteria. Section two provided a
historical review of land-grant institutions and an account of how they
became linked to the Cooperative Extension Service. The third section
reviewed the historical development of Cooperative Extension and its
major functions as a publicly supported agency. The purpose of this
account was not to provide a comprehensive historical picture, but,
rather, to identify a number of critical elements that have influenced
the development of Extension over a period of time and to highlight
dilemmas facing Extension in the future. The remaining sections reviewed
provided pertinent information of a different sort. Section four gave an
overview of the organizational image of public agencies in general and
the Extension Service specifically. This section also pointed out that
Extension struggles with multiple identities. Because of its diversity
in programming. Extension represents different things to different
people. Section five reviewed studies assessing the awareness and use of
the Cooperative Extension Service. The five studies reviewed were the
only studies of their kind that had been conducted during the
organizations seventy-four year history. This section served to point
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out how limited evaluations have been in the past on the public's
opinion of the Extension Service. The last section gives a broad
overview of Extensions effort to change its organizational image. The
leaders of Cooperative Extension at the state and national level feel
that to change from the traditional or disciplined method of reaching
clientele to "issues programming" will serve as a catalyst for change
and will serve to remove certain stigma's from the organization.
Extension feels that to meet the demands of their many public's in the
future, this is the only way to go.
This chapter served to point out that Extension has been somewhat
successful in being responsive to its many public's in achieving its
initially stated goals and mission, to serve all people of the United
States," to some extent, but in the past has excluded some populations
and special interest groups. This researcher concluded that in order for
Extension to be able to say that it is totally meeting its goals and
mission, it will have to find ways to reach and include all groups in




The methodology and procedural steps in conducting this study are
described in this chapter. The methodological arrangement of this
chapter is: (1) research design; (2) setting; (3) sample; (4) selection
procedure; (5) instrument; (6) procedures and implementation, and
(7) analysis of data.
Research Design
This study was a descriptive analysis of the awareness, perception
and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
According to Ary, et al., (1972), the process of descriptive
research is cited and summarized as follows: (1) statement of the
problem; (2) identification of information needed to solve the problem;
(3) selection or development of the instrument for gathering data;
(4) identification of the target population and determination of any
necessary sampling procedure; (5) design of the procedure for data
collection; (6) collection of data; (7) analysis of data, and
(8) preparation of the report.
Descriptive research techniques has allowed the researcher to
obtain information concerning the current status of the awareness,
perception and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark
County. This study describes what exists with respect to variables or
conditions in the situation.
The telephone survey method was used to obtain data for this
survey, rather than a mail questionnaire or personal interview. The
telephone survey method was chosen because it offered the following
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advantages: rapid completion of the entire process in a minimum amount
of time, high response rate when surveying the general population, an
opportunity for frequent call-backs at a low cost and contact with a
broad accessible population.
The most serious problem with the telephone interview is that some
people do not have telephones, which eliminates them from the accessible
population. According to a Las Vegas Perspective report (1988),
approximately 97% of the households in urban Clark County had telephone
service. Additionally, this researcher gathered information from
informal assessments that had been conducted by the Economic Opportunity
Board of Clark County and Operation Life, two of the largest Social
Service Agencies in urban Clark County. These agencys' assessments
showed that less than 1% of the low-income population that they serve
have access to telephone service. One of the reasons given for the high
rate of telephones available, even in the low-income areas, was because
of the low monthly service charge ($8.50 per month). Therefore, the
number of households without telephones who were excluded from this
survey was so small that their omission from the accessible population
did not produce a significant bias.
Setting
The purpose for writing the setting was to identify the specific
characteristics of the area from which the target population was
selected.
The study was conducted in Clark County, the most populous of the
seventeen counties in the state of Nevada. The sample population was
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selected from urban Clark County or what is known as the Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA).
Clark County is located in the southernmost tip of the state,
covering 7,910 miles, with an estimated population of 654,765, which
accounts for three-fifths of the states 1,053,230 residents (Clark
County Comprehensive Planning Department, 1987).
Approximately ninety-five percent of Clark County's residents are
located in the "urbanized" MSA. The urbanized area consists of
approximately three-hundred (300) square miles, with a population
density of 2100 persons per square mile and encompasses the following
cities: Las Vegas, the largest of the incorporated cities, with a
population of 222,752; North Las Vegas, the second largest city with a
population of 57,132; Henderson, the third largest city with a
population of 44,934; Boulder City, one of the few cities in Nevada
where gambling is not allowed, and the fourth largest city with a
population of 12,166; and the unincorporated area of the Las Vegas
Valley, with a population of 311,144 (Clark County Comprehensive
Planning Department, 1987 estimates).
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder City and the
unincorporated Las Vegas Valley has a combined population of 638,128, of
which 76% of the residents are White; 10% are Black; 8% are Hispanic;
and 6% are classified as Other (American Indian, Asian, Chinese, and all
other races.
Dubbed the "divorce capitol of the world," Clark County boasts a
hefty economy because of revenues from "legalized gambling" and
48
discretionary income from over 16 million tourist each year. The Las
Vegas economy continues to grow with annual revenues from the gaming
tables and slot machines reaching over $2 billion per year.
Although it is known as the "Entertainment Capitol of the World,"
Las Vegas' unique lifestyle sets it apart from other rapidly growing
metropolitan communities. Las Vegans are showgirls, cocktail waitresses,
maitre d's and entertainers. But more are Girl and Boy Scout leaders,
engineers, bankers, small business owners, homebuilders, homemakers, and
retirees. Some are natives, but most residents have come to Las Vegas
seeking new opportunities and challenges in a growing progressive
metropolitan community.
Las Vegas residents enjoy a high standard of living, with the
median household income at $33,850 in 1988 (University of Nevada-Las
Vegas, Center for Business and Economic Research). The creation of
22,400 new jobs in 1988 and low unemployment rates, continue to
contribute to the increased income levels.
In 1988 unemployment stood at 4.5% and the job numbers climbed past
the 300,000 mark for the first time in history. The overall composition
of employment in Las Vegas continues to be dominated by the service
industries (finance/real estate/insurance, trade, transportation/public
utilities, communication and government. The service industry accounts
for nearly 90 percent of the Las Vegas job market. The service industry
also includes the hotel/gaming/recreation sector, which singularly
accounts for nearly 50 percent of the total jobs. Employment in retail
trade, construction and mining continue to show a steady increase.
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The county is the basic unit of Cooperative Extension and
constitutes the level at which programs and services for residents are
developed and implemented. For the purpose of this study, four of the
five incorporated cities and one unincorporated area in urban Clark
County was utilized. The incorporated city of Mesquite, which lies 80
miles northeast of Las Vegas and the rural areas were excluded. Rural
Clark County, which covers approximately 7600 miles, with a combined
population of 16,600 and a population density of two people per square
mile, and Mesquite, an agricultural community, with a population of
1,445, were excluded from the study for the following reasons: (1) some
of the residents were geographically inaccessible to services provided
in the urban setting; (2) the perceived needs of some rural areas are
unique in comparison to the urban clientele's and have to be provided on
an individual basis; (3) the method of service delivery has to be
tailored to each rural Extension office and is determined by the
population make-up in that county. Because of the limited number and
types of trained staff placed in each county Extension office, it is
often very difficult to provide individualized services.
A study conducted by the Metropolitan Research Association (1986)
found that overall services being provided and utilized by the county
residents were similar to those being provided to residents of the urban
areas. For this reason, it was concluded that the population in urban
Clark County could be used as a basis for generalization to the
remainder of the county residents.
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Sample
The sample for this study consisted of 1,232 respondents who were
randomly selected from a pool of 10,000 residents of urban Clark County
who; (1) resided in the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson,
Boulder City and the unicorporated Las Vegas Valley; (2) had working
residential telephone numbers, and (3) were a part of the "catchment
area" for the Nevada Cooperative Extension.
Selection Procedure
If the sample is to be considered representative of a
population, all members of a population must have a
known chance of being included in the sample (Dillman,1978).
Representativeness becomes a problem for studies that deal with
populations that are not completely specified (for example, the general
public). For this reason, the sample for this study was selected from a
list of 10,000 telephone numbers devised by a computer program. The
stratified random sampling method was used to select telephone numbers
to be included in the sample. (A fixed amount of numbers were generated
for each area included in the study)
The random digit dialing (ROD) technique used to sample the
population in urban Clark County is an alternative to to conventional
list or directory sampling. It gives all working telephone numbers an
equal chance of being sampled whether they are listed or not. The ROD
technique also provides a systematic sample that reflects population
density and geographical distribution strata.
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During the initial telephone contact process, if the number dialed
was a working household number it was included in the sample. However,
if the number was a business or non-residential number, a disconnected
or other non-working number, it was removed from the sample. Nine
attempts were made to reach someone at a number. Attempts were made on
different weekday evenings between 6:00 and 10:00 pm., during the day
(8:30 am to 5:00 pm) on weekdays and at various times on weekends. If
the number was not reached during the nine times dialed it was discarded
and replaced by another number from that series. If the number was a
working household number, an interview was attempted. If the number was
not a working household number, it was replaced by a new number from
that series.
Call-back appointments were set up with respondents who were unable
to complete the interview on the first contact. As many as eight
call-backs were made until a completion or refusal was established for
that respondent. (See Appendix A - Call- Back Record)
Respondents were randomly selected within each household.
According to Herringa (1985), the selection process required identifying
the number of adults in the household first. Each adult (18 years old or
older) was identified by his/her relationship to the individual who
answered the telephone (for example, husband, wife, brother, roommate,
aunt, etc.). The sex and age of each adult was also recorded. Next each
adult was assigned a number. The males were numbered first in order of
decreasing age followed by females in the same manner. A selection table
was then consulted to determine who to interview. ( A copy of the
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selection table can be found in Appendix B). If no one of the
specified sex resided at the number, an interview was conducted with the
resident adult. The selection and interview process continued until the
sample size was achieved.
Research Instrument
The instrument used in this study consisted of a questionnaire that
was developed by the researcher for the purpose of assessing the
awareness, perception, and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in
urban Clark County by the target population.
The Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey (NCEAS),
consisted of forty-three (43) open-ended and close-ended questions.
Twenty-three (23) of the questions were taken from Warner and
Christenson's (1982) National Assessment of Cooperative Extension with
permission, and modified to correspond with the Nevada Cooperative
Extension 's urban programs. The use of close-ended and open-ended
questions offered interviewing ease when asking a series of questions on
attitudes and beliefs, while still allowing for freedom of expression on
the part of the respondent.
The items in the instrument were basically designed to illicit
information in four basic areas: namely; awareness, perception, use, and
demographics.
Items 1,32,36,38,39,40,41,42, and 43
solicited personal and demographic data about the respondents who
contacted or used the services of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in
urban Clark County.
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Items 2,4,5,6,7,8,14,15,16, and 29
assessed the respondents awareness of the Nevada Cooperative Extension
in urban Clark County.
Items 3,9,20,21,26,31,34 and 35
assessed the respondents perception of the programs and services of the
Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County that they were aware
of.
Items 10,11,12,13,17,18,19,22,23,24,25,27,28.30,33, and 37
assessed the respondents use of or involvement with the programs and
services of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
Validation Procedures
A feasibility study was conducted on the Nevada Cooperative
Extension Assessment Survey for the purpose of validation.
The instrument was examined by two separate groups in urban Clark
County: professional agents employed with the Nevada Cooperative
Extension and a sample of the participants selected from the target
population who were not involved in the study.
The two groups were asked to rate the survey instrument on format,
content, vocabulary and clarity of items and directions. Each rater was
provided a copy of the instrument and a rating scale. The rating scale
was a five point Likert-Type Scale, with one being high and five being
low. (See Appendix C for sample rating scale)
First, the instrument was distributed to five professional county
agents. Suggestions for changes and improvements were made by the agents
on content, vocabulary and appropriateness of survey. Relevant
recommendations were incorporated into the final version of the
instrument.
Secondly, the instrument was reviewed and rated by twelve
representatives of the target population. They were similar to the
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target population in age, sex, education, ethnicity and area of
residence.
TABLE 1
RESULTS OF RATINGS BY "SAMPLE" TARGET POPULATION
Rater Race Sex #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 Mean
A B M 3 2 2 1 1 1 1.67
B W M 1 2 2 1 1 3 1.67
C W F 2 2 2 2 2 2 2.00
D B F 2 3 1 1 1 2 1.67
E W M 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00
F W F 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00
G W F 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00
H W M 2 2 1 2 2 2 1.83
I B F 2 2 2 1 1 2 1.67
J W M 1 2 2 1 1 2 1.67
K B M 2 2 2 2 2 2 2.00
L W F 2 3 2 2 2 2 2.17
Mean 1.67 1.92 1.58 1.33 1.33 1.75 1.67
Code




5 = Strongly Disagree
The general consensus of responses from the representative target
group indicated that the instrument was adequate in format, content,
vocabulary and clarity of items and directions for the group and purpose
for which it was designed.
The percent of agreement among the twelve representatives was .95,




The following procedure was carried out in implementing this study:
1. Approval of the topic was secured from the faculty of Atlanta
Universitys' School of Social Work.
2. A proposal was presented and approved by the faculty of Atlanta
Universitys' School of Social Work.
3. Permission to use the instrument in this study was secured from
Dr. Paul D. Warner, Professor at the University of Kentucky. (See
Appendix D for permission letter & Appendix E for National Survey)
4. The interviewers were selected and trained to collect data by
telephone. (See Appendix F for interviewers training schedule)
5. The research sample was selected utilizing the stratified random
sampling procedure employing a computerized program. (See Appendix
G for sample of telephone numbers)
6. Informed consent information was provided to participants prior
to the onset of the interview. Written copies were mailed upon
request. (See Appendix H for sample letter)
7. The Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey was adminis-
tered to the "target population." (See Appendix I for survey)
8. Data has been organized, analyzed and interpreted.
9. Findings, conclusions, implications and recommendations are
incorporated into the final paper.
Analysis of Data
The following format was utilized in collecting and analyzing these
data.
1. The Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey was adminis¬
tered to each of the participants by telephone by a group of
interviewers trained by the researcher.
2. The items in the survey instrument were grouped into four major
categories that represented the research questions involved in
the investigation. They were: 1. demographic, 2. awareness,3.perception, and 4. use.
3. A completion rate of 82% was obtained from participant responses
on the Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey, a completion
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rate of 70% is considered adequate for this type of study.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was employed to
treat the data. Simple percents were used to describe the current
status of the awareness, perception and use of the Nevada





This study was designed to assess the awareness, perception and use
of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County. This chapter
presents the statistical analysis, interpretation of data and the
discussion obtained from the survey instrument.
Statistical Analysis
The results of the statistical analysis of the data are presented
under four broad categories. These categories are: (1) demographics
(characteristics); (2) awareness; (3) perception, and (4) use. The study
design indicated that 1300 respondents, with an additional one-hundred
(100) alternates would be included in the study. Because of the response
rate during the initial telephone contact phase and the interviewer
phase, the sample on which the statistical analysis was based consisted
of 1,232 respondents.
Because of the possible outcomes of telephone survey's using
random digit dialing (RDD), it was difficult to calculate an accurate
response rate. According to Diliman (1978), the response rate depends on
the population being sampled. A lower response rate is usually achieved
in surveys of the general public, while homogeneous populations, such as
Extension agents, university faculty, ministers, or veterinarians, tend
to yield a higher response rate. Using this study for example, a
response rate of 82 percent was obtained according to the following
calculation:
response rate = completed interviews + refusals
total numbers dialed
The response rate is lowered when considering the number of telephone
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numbers dialed. Table 2 shows the volume of numbers called and the
results.
TABLE 2
SAMPLE OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS DIALED IN THE NEVADA SURVEY




Non-household Numbers (a) 194
Unconfirmed (b) 106
Total 1700
Response Rate (percent) 82.3(a), includes business or other non-residential numbers, dis¬
connected numbers or other non-working numbers.(b). unconfirmed phone rings without answers on every call or
for some other reason it is not clear whether it is a
working household number.
The demographic data of the study is presented followed by the
analyses according to each research question.
Characteristics of the Consumers
The first research question was concerned with the general
characteristics of the consumers. Research question one (1) was designed
to identify the general characteristics of the consumers of the services
and programs of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
Research question one a (la) compared the characteristics of the
consumers in the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County
Survey with the characteristics of the consumers in the National
Assessment of Cooperative Extension.
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Research Question One (1): What are the characteristics of the
consumers of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in urban Clark County's
program's and services?
Based on demographic data from the survey, the characteristics of
the 1,232 respondents for this study are shown in table 3.
TABLE 3
































No Formal Education 85 7.0
Grade School (K-6) 49 4.0
High School (7-11, Graduated) 426 34.5
College (1-3 yrs., 4 yr. degree) 665 54.0
Graduate School (5 yrs. or more) 7 .5
R,NA,DK
Geographical Location
Las Vegas 438 35.5
North Las Vegas 129 10.5
Henderson 98 8.0
Boulder City 41 3.3
Unincorporated Las Vegas Valley 526 42.7
Income
Less than 5,000 7 .6
5,000 to 9,999 91 7.4
10,000 to 19,999 27 2.2
20,000 to 29,999 181 14.8
30,000 to 39,999 429 34.8
40,000 to 49,999 317 25.7
50,000 and above 97 7.8
R,NA,DK 83 6.7
Age
18 to 24 years of age 86 7.0
25 to 30 years of age 96 7.8
31 to 39 years of age 526 42.7
40 to 49 years of age 302 24.5
50 years and over 206 16.7
Other 16 1.3
R = refused; NA = not applicable; DK = don't know
Source: Results of demographic characteristics of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension Assessment Survey, Spring 1989.
The typical individual who responded to the Nevada Cooperative
Extension Assessment Survey was male (57.5 percent), married (45.6
percent), employed or a homemaker (50.5 percent, 29.5 percent,
respectively), and had completed 1 to 3 years of college or had a
61
college degree (54 percent). The median age was 35 years old with a
median income of $39,500. The majority of the respondents (42.7 percent)
lived in unincorporated Las Vegas Valley or in the Las Vegas proper
(35.5 percent).
Research Question One a (la): What were the characteristics of
the consumers in the Nevada Survey
as compared with the characteristics
of consumers in the National Assess¬
ment of Cooperative Extension?
The characteristics of the consumers from the Nevada Cooperative
Extension survey as compared with the consumers in the National
Assessment of Cooperative Extension are shown in table 3A.
TABLE 3A
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS FROM THE NEVADA COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION SURVEY COMPARED WITH CHARACTERISTICS








Male 432 41.4 708 57.5
Female 612 58.6 481 39.0
R,NA,DK 4 43 3.5
Race
White 860 84.7 1019 82.7
Black 94 9.3 135 11.0
Hispanic 36 3.5 .non-white 48 3.9
Other 25 2^ 1 18 1.5
R,NA,DK 33 12 .9
Employment Status
Employed 641 62.7 622 50.5
Unemployed 77 7.5 32 2.7
Retired 121 11.8 158 12.8
Homemaker 143 14.0 364 29.5
Student 41 4.0 47 3.8
R.NA.DK 25 9 .9
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TABLE 3A — Continued
National Survey Nevada Survey
Characteristics ~U) % (f) %
Marital Status
Married 617 60.4 562 45.6
Separated 25 2.4 77 6.3
Divorced 87 8.5 311 25.2
Widowed 74 7.2 69 5.6
Living as Married 101 8.2
Single 219 21.4 96 7.8
R,NA,DK 26 16 1.3
Education
No Formal Education 80 7.8 85 7.0
Grade School (K-6) 49 4.0
High School(7-11,Graduated) 524 51.3 426 34.5
Co11ege(l-3 yrs. degree) 323 31.6 665 54.0
Graduate School (5yrs.) 95 9.3 7 .5
R,NA,DK 26
Income
Less than 5,000 84 8.4 7 .6
5,000 to 9,999 139 13.9 91 7.4
10,000 to 19,999 263 26.3 27 2.2
20,000 to 29,999 251 25.1 181 14.8
30,000 to 39,999 128 12.8 429 34.8
40,000 to 49,999 52 5.2 317 25.7
50,000 and above 82 97 7.8
R,NA,DK 49 83 6.7
R = refused; NA = not applicable; DK = don't know
Source: National Assessment of Cooperative Extension, 1982, and results
of the Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey, 1989.
When the characteristics of the Nevada Cooperative Extension
consumers who participated in this study were compared with the
characteristics of the participating consumers in the National
Assessment of Cooperative Extension, the results were as follows.
The majority of users in the National Assessment were female (58.6
percent), whereas, the majority of the users who participated in the
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Nevada survey were male (57.5 percent). One of the reasons for this
difference may have been due to the employment pattern of the
respondents in the Nevada survey. Because of the 24-hour night-life in
Nevada, the majority of the respondents employed in the casino and
hotel industry may have been home during peak calling hours. Males
employed in the casinos or those who work a job where shift-work is
involved tend to work the evening (3-11 p.m.) and the night (11 p.m.-
7a.m.) shifts due to the higher pay per hour and shift differential
paid. Therefore, males are generally home during the day when females
are usually at work. Attempts were made to reach respondents during the
day (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) on weekdays; different weekday evenings
(6:00 to 10:00 p.m.) and at various times on weekends.
Whites constituted the predominant portion of the population in
both studies (National 84.7 percent; Nevada 82.7 percent). In both cases
the Black population constituted the larger portion of the non-white
users.
There was disproportionate percent of persons married in both
groups (National 60.4 percent; Nevada 45.6 percent). However, the
divorce statistics for Nevada were three times that of the National
sample (8.5). This was not surprising in as much as Las Vegas is dubbed
the "divorce capitol of the world."
The largest portion of the National population surveyed was
employed (62.7 percent). This was also true for the Nevada population
(50.5 percent), but not to the same extent. There was a disproportionate
number of homemakers in the Nevada sample. The Nevada sample of
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homemakers was double the National samp1e(29.5 percent and 14 percent,
respectively). One might speculate that this difference might be
accounted for by the median income of the population. This allows the
female to stay home during regular working hours, whereas, the low to
moderate incomes are at work. The income for the National population was
$20,000, while the median income for the Nevada respondents was almost
double ($39,500) that of the National.
The average respondent in the National population was a high school
graduate (51.3 percent), whereas, the average respondent in the Nevada
survey had 1-3 years of college or a college degree (54 percent). One
might speculate that this might be accounted for because of the diverse
population sampled. The National survey indicated that there were
respondents from non-metropolitan areas such as farm, rural non-farm,
town and cities, but the majority were urban (78.7 percent. One-hundred
(100) percent of the population for the Nevada survey was urban.
Therefore, one should exercise caution in making generalizations about
comparisons using these data.
Awareness of the Nevada Cooperative Extension
Under the category of awareness, research question two assessed the
respondents' levels of awareness through name recognition of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in general. Additionally, respondents' levels of
awareness were tested by name recognition of specific program areas and
educational topics presented in each program area. Respondents were
asked to tell to the best of their knowledge which programs were
provided by the Nevada Cooperative Extension.
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Research Question two (2): How aware are the residents of urban
Clark County of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in general and more specifi¬
cally of the three program areas of
agriculture, home economics and 4-H
youth programs?
The results of the level of awareness of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in general and its program areas are presented in figure 1 and
tables 4,5,6 and 7 respectively.
Figure 1: LEVEL OF AWARENESS OF THE NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION BY
RECOGNITION OF ONE OF ITS ORGANIZATIONAL NAMES
The results of the analysis of data relative to awareness of the
Nevada Cooperative Extension through organizational name recognition
indicated that the majority of the respondents (77.8 percent) showed a
high level of awareness by one of Extension's names by which it is
known. However, the moderate 19.7 percent of those who did not recognize
it by one its names has implications for publicity and marketing.
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TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF AWARENESS BY PROGRAM AREAS AND ORGANIZATIONAL
NAME OF THE NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Program Area and
Organizational Name III Yes Response Categories“1^5—m—
Agriculture/Gardening (f) 1050 133 49
% 85.2 10.8 4.0
Home Economics (f) 978 201 53
% 79.4 16.3 4.3
4-H Youth Programs (f) 1089 96 47
% 88.4 7.8 3.8
Nevada Cooperative Extension (f) 958 243 - 30
% 77.8 19.7 - 2.4
Data from the Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey
suggested that of the three program areas, 4-H youth programs were
recognized most often (88.4 percent) with agriculture/gardening being
second (85.2 percent). The three program area names were recognized by
more persons than the organizational name (77.8 percent). However, the
three program area names as well the organizational name seemed to have
a relatively high level of awareness.
TABLE 5
AWARENESS OF AND INVOLVEMENT IN
4-H YOUTH PROGRAMS
Awareness & Involvement (f) %
Awareness of 4-H youth programs 1089 88.4
Respondent was 4-H member as youth 506 41.1
Respondent was 4-H volunteer 489 39.7
* Respondents were allowed to choose more than one category.
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When data on awareness of and involvement in 4-H as a member or
volunteer were analyzed the results were as follows.
Although 4-H youth programs were the most widely recognized by
survey respondents among the three program areas (88.4 percent), it was
interesting to note that less than half of the respondents had been 4-H
members or volunteers. Forty-one percent (41%) of the respondents
indicated that they had been 4-H members as youth, while only
thirty-nine percent (39%) were 4-H volunteers. This suggests that
awareness does not necessarily reflect involvement.
TABLE 6
KNOWLEDGE OF "EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS" PROVIDED
BY NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Program Area tducational Ottering (t) —%
Agriculture/Gardening
Horticulture for home & business 841 68.3
Lawn care for homes & business 924 75.0
Landscaping 1073 87.0
Gardening 844 68.5
Raising backyard livestock 517 41.9
Farming 713 57.8
Insect control 603 48.9
Rodent control 578 46.9
Home Economics
Food pres.,prep., & nutrition 912 74.0
Money management, budgeting 1144 92.8
Retirement, will planning 693 56.0
Family planning, parenting 1014 82.3
Stress management 717 58.1
Developing homemaking skills 802 65.0
Purchasing home appliances 703 57.0
EFNEP 611 49.5
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TABLE 6 — Continued
Program Area tducational Uttering (0
4-H Youth Programs
The "Latch-Key Program 916 74.3
Out-of-school programs 876 17.1
Benefits of 4-H to youth 814 66.0
Nutrition for youth 1107 89.9
After-school day-care 532 43.1
Developing leadership skills 603 48.9
Learning the "value" of work 561 45.5
* Respondents were allowed to choose more than one topic.
Data in table 6 clearly indicated that the respondents had a high
to moderately high degree of knowledge about the educational programs
provided by the Nevada Cooperative Extension. However, a home economics
program, money management/budgeting received higher recognition than any
topic in the other program areas (92.8 percent); 4-H (89.9 percent) and
agriculture (87 percent) were second and third, respectively. Although
these findings were in line with other findings on the high level of
awareness of Extension, there was a direct contrast in that home
economics was ranked first in this analysis and not last. This might
possibly suggest a misunderstanding on the respondents behalf of exactly
what educational programs are provided by Extension as compared with
what should be provided
TABLE 7
AWARENESS OF EXTENSION'S MISSION
Statement Response (f) %
The Nevada Extension provides research- Agree 723 58.7
based information to all citizens of Disagree 56 4.5
Clark County to help them obtain the NA 11 .8
understanding and skills needed to DK 442 35.9
solve their problems. Refused — —
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Data in table 7 indicated that the respondents were aware of
Extension's purpose but a moderate percent (35.9) still did not know or
were not aware of what Extension's mission was. More than fifty-percent
(58.7 percent) of the respondents agreed with the survey statement.
Summary
When comparisons were made between awareness and recognition of the
Nevada Cooperative Extension's organizational names and the different
program area names, the results were as follows.
Although there appears to be a very high level of awareness for the
three program areas as well as the organizational name of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension, the three individual program names were
recognized by more respondents than the organizational name. The most
widely recognized name was 4-H youth programs (88.4 percent), with
agriculture/gardening second (85.2 percent); home economics (79.4
percent), and the Nevada Cooperative Extension (77.8 percent).
In the National Assessment of Cooperative Extension, 4-H was also
the most widely recognized program name (77 percent). Warner and
Christenson suggested that the reason 4-H had the greatest name
recognition was because the name is short, easy to remember and has not
changed over time. The 4-H program also reached a larger number of
people in diverse geographical locations.
One might have expected that the agricultural/gardening program
area would have been the most widely recognized because of Extension's
original agriculturally-based history.
One might speculate that because the three program area names were
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recognized more than the organizational name that Cooperative Extension
is beset with multiple identities. However, one might also speculate
that because of the high level of recognition of individual program
areas as well as the organizational name, it is implied that respondents
were well aware that ties between programs and the organization existed.
Further analysis of the data on the respondents knowledge of
Extension's educational offerings indicated that respondents were well
aware of Extension's purpose in that they showed a reasonable to high
level of knowledge about the educational programs offered by Extension.
Extension's Public Image as an Agricultural Agency
Under this category, the research question was designed to assess
the respondent's perception of the Nevada Cooperative Extension's public
image as an agricultural agency designed to assist farmers and rural
residents.
Research Question Three (3): Do the residents of urban Clark County
perceive the Nevada Cooperative
Extension as an agricultural agency
designed to assist farmers and rural
residents?
The results of the analysis of these data is presented in tables
8,9,10, and 11.
TABLE 8
PERCEPTION OF EXTENSION AS AN AGRICULTURAL AGENCY
Question: How do you feel about this statement? " The Nevada Cooperative
Extension is primarily an agricultural agency designed to assist farmers
and rural residents."
Response Pattern
Agree Disagree NA Don't Know Refused
(f) 974 107 — 151
% 79.0 8.7--12^3
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Respondents who had contacted the organization were asked if they
saw Extension primarily as an agricultural agency designed to assist
farmers and rural residents. Data showed that 79.0 percent of the
respondents agreed that the Nevada Cooperative Extension is seen
primarily as an agricultural agency for farmers and rural people. This
was inconsistent with expectations in as much the respondents were from
an urban area and previous data analysis had indicated a high level of
use (Warner and Christenson, 1982).
TABLE 9
RESPONDENT-IDENTIFIED RATINGS OF PROGRAM AREAS
Question: How do you feel about this statement? " The Nevada Cooperative
Extension should place (1st) priority on agriculture and gardening;
(2nd) priority on 4-H youth programs, and (3rd) priority on home
economics and family concerns."
(Response Pattern
Agree Disagree NA Don't Know Refused
T?) 698 263 = Tn
% 56.7 2L^22^0----
According to data presented in table 9, more than half of the
respondents (56.7 percent) agreed with the statement. Extension's first
priority should be agriculture/gardening. This analysis further
















These data indicated agriculture/gardening as the number one
program that should be offered. This analysis further reinforced the
fact that respondents saw the Nevada Cooperative Extension as an
agricultural agency.
TABLE 11
TOP THREE PROGRAMS RANKED IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE
BY RESPONDENTS
Ranking Program Topics (f) %
1 Landscaping/Gardeni ng 1090 88.4
2 Youth Development 998 81.0
3 Human Nutrition 974 79.0
* Respondents were allowed to choose more than one program area.
When respondents were asked to choose the three most important
programs that should be provided in their community the results were:
landscaping/gardening (88.4 percent), with youth development (81
percent) and human nutrition (79 percent) chosen second and third,
respectively. These data continued to reinforce the perceived image of
Extension as being primarily an agricultural agency.
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Summary
The concept of "image" is a vital and often discussed aspect of
today's advertising, public relations and marketing practices. It must
be recognized that members of the general public have an image of the
Extension organization which affects how it is used and supported. This
image does not have to be a product of the individual's personal
experience with the organization in question, but can be derived from
what they have read, past historical stereotypes of the agency and what
they have heard from family members and friends. Extension's image in
the past has tended to be that of an agricultural agency. Although
analysis of data from the Nevada Cooperative Extension Assessment Survey
has indicated that the respondents are aware of Extension and use the
services, the data presented in table 8 indicated that over half (79
percent) of the respondents in this survey viewed the Nevada Cooperative
Extension as an agricultural agency designed to assist farmers and rural
residents. Further analysis of these data indicated that respondents
chose agriculture/gardening as the number one topic to be provided in
their community. In other words. Extension has been perceived by the
analysis of these data almost exclusively as an agricultural agency. The
analysis of these data suggested serious marketing implications for
Extension in that it needs to monitor closely how it is seen by its
public's and take action to improve it's public image, if necessary.
Respondents Perception of Citizen Input
This research question was designed to solicit information from
respondents on whether they perceived themselves as having any input
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into the programs and services provided in their community by the Nevada
Cooperative Extension.
Research Question Four (4); Do urban Clark County residents
perceive themselves as having any
say in determining the educational
programs offered in their community?
The results of the analysis relative to citizen input is presented
in tables 12,13, and 14, respectively.
TABLE 12
PERCEIVED CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
Question; How do you feel about this statement?
have had no say in determining the educational
Cooperative Extension."
" Clark County residents














Question; Do you think Clark County residents should have any say in






















much say do you
the educational
Extension?
think Clark County residents








Don't Know 82 6.7
Refused
■
When data were analyzed on the perceived citizen input or
involvement in determining the educational objectives of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County the results, according to
the majority of the respondents, indicated that they do not know if they
have had any input in determining Extension's educational objectives.
Fifty-one percent of the respondents said they did not know whether they
had any input and less than half (41.5 percent) said that they had no
input. However, of the respondents that answered this question, 60.1
percent indicated that citizens should have input and involvement in
determining Extension's educational programs.
Data clearly indicated a need for Extension to increase involvement
of the residents to a greater extent in program planning by soliciting
input. It appears that citizen involvement and input would provide an
excellent opportunity to further solidify its relationship with
residents in the county who currently use their services as well as
add new clientele.
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Use of Services Provided by the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban
Clark County
Research question three with subsections a,b,c and d were used to
determine the following: had the respondent or a family member had
contact with or used the services of the Nevada Extension in urban Clark
County ; if respondents had not contacted or used the services, what
were the primary reasons for the non-participation; for which program
area did respondent or family member contact Extension for; were
they satisfied with the services they received; was the contact made
within the past twelve months; and if contact was made by respondent or
family member, what was the primary method of communication used?
Research Question Five (5): To what extent are urban Clark County
residents and family members making
use of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension, more specifically, the
three program areas of agriculture,
home economics, and 4-H?
The results of these data analysis for use of services or contact
with the Nevada Cooperative Extension are shown in table 15.
TABLE 15
CONTACT OR USE OF NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
# Question Description Response Pattern 1 Consumer Group
personal family
ffl %ffl %
13. Have you ever used the
services of the Nevada
Yes 624 50.6 695 56.4
Cooperative Extension? No 596 48.4 95 15.4
23. Have other members of
your family ever used
NA — —
the services of the
Nevada Cooperative
Don't Know 12 .9 344 27.9
Extension? Refused
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TABLE 15 — Continued
#
Consumer Group
Question Description Response Pattern personal family
(f) % (f) %
10. Have you personally ever
contacted the Nevada Yes 691 64.2 606 49.1
Cooperative Extension?
No 432 35.1 256 20.8
24. Have other members of
your family ever contacted NA 9 .7
the Nevada Cooperative
Extension? Don't Know — — 370 30.0
Refused
11. Did you contact the Nevada
Cooperative Extension
concerning: agriculture.
Agriculture 607 49.3 501 40.7
home economics, or 4-H? Home Economics 216 17.5 192 15.6
24. Did other members of
your family contact





Other 49 4.0 304 24.7
The analysis of data presented in table 15 relative to the
respondent or a member of the respondent's family's use of the services
or contact with the Nevada Cooperative Extension is presented as
follows.
Based on information provided by 1,232 surveyed respondents; they,
as well as; family members had a moderate to high level of use and
contact with the Nevada Cooperative Extension. The analysis of these
data revealed that at least half of the respondents (50.6 percent) and
over half (56.4 percent) of the respondents family members had used the
services of the Nevada Extension in urban Clark County. Sixty-four
percent (64%) of the respondents indicated that they had contacted
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Extension, while only forty-nine percent (49%) of their family members
had contacted the agency.
Further analysis of the data indicated that respondents and family
members had contacted the Nevada Extension more often for
agriculture/gardening (49.3 percent and 40.7 percent) respectively, than
any other program area. Results of the National Assessment also
indicated that agriculture was the frequently used program in Extension
(62 percent). The findings might possibly suggest that those who do
utilize Extension's services are repeat and frequent users.
Research Question Five a (5a): Were the respondents satisfied
with the services they received?
TABLE 16










Agriculture/Gardening 787 63.8 322 26.1 — 123 10.1
Home Economics 644 52.2 353 28.7 91 7.4 7 .5 137 11.1
4-H Youth 762 61.9 401 32.5 — 69 5.6
Respondents were asked to rate a series of educational programs
topics under each program area, if they had taken advantage of that
particular program or service. The results were: overall, respondents
rated the programs and services that they had tried or were familiar
with as excellent. Agriculture/gardening received the highest rating
(63.8 percent); while 4-H with 61.9 percent and home economics with 52.2
percent came in second and third, respectively. These data suggest that
of the services used in each area, respondents showed a relatively high
level of satisfaction.
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Research Question Five b (5b): Were the services utilized within
the past twelve months?
The analysis of data for frequency of contact with the Nevada
Cooperative Extension by respondent or family members is shown in table
17.
TABLE 17
CONTACT WITH THE NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION








Yes 687 55.8 508 41.2
No 448 36.4 139 11.3
NA — — 171 13.9
Don't Know 97 7.8 403 32.7
Refused — — n .8
Of the respondents who answered the survey question, 55.8 percent
had contacted the Nevada Cooperative Extension within the past twelve
(12) months, while 41.2 percent of the respondents family members had
utilized the services within the past twelve (12) months. These data
indicated a moderate to relatively high volume of use within the past
twelve months (12) by both the respondent and family members.
Research Question Five c (5c): What are some reasons for non¬
participation by residents in the
Nevada Cooperative Extension in
urban Clark County's educational
programs?
The analysis of data for reasons for non-participation in the




REASONS FOR NOT ATTENDING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
OFFERED BY THE NEVADA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Reasons (f)
I don't know when Extension classes are
offered. 670 54.4
I don't know where Extension classes are
offered. 794 64.4
I am not aware, based upon my exposure to
the media, of what types of classes are
offered by Extension. 778 62.3
I could not attend classes at the times
offered. 746 60.6
Extension classes are not offered in my
community. 714 58.0
T'm nnt intprpsted in the topics covered 488 39.6
* Respondents were allowed to choose more than one reason.
Previous data suggested a high level of contact and use of
Extension. But when respondents were asked if they had not attended an
educational program provided by Extension, the response rate was
extremely high. The two most frequently given reasons for non-attendance
were: "I don't know when and where Extension classes are offered" (64.4
percent) and "I am not aware, based upon my exposure to the media, what
types of classes are offered by Extension (62.3 percent). This
has serious implications for publicity and advertisement.
Research Question five d (5d): What were the primary methods of
communication utilized by clientele
for contact with the Nevada
Cooperative Extension?
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The results of data analysis for methods of communication used by
respondents and family members to receive information from the Nevada
Cooperative Extension are presented in table 19.
TABLE 19
METHODS OF COMMUNICATION USED
BY CLIENTELE
Method Respondent Family Member
(f) % (f) %
Radio 221 17.9 157 12.7
TV 349 28.3 118 9.5
Written Material 505 40.9 261 21.2
(Bulletins, newsletters,
leaflets, fact sheets)
Telephone calls to office 415 33.7 214 17.4
Meetings or workshops 189 15.3 97 7.8
* Respondents were allowed to indicate more than one choice.
Data in table 19 indicated that the most used method of
communication with the Nevada Cooperative Extension was by the receipt
of written materials for respondents and family members (40.9 percent
and 21.2 percent), respectively. On the other hand, meetings and
workshops were the least used methods. These findings suggest strong
implications for further evaluations on methods employed in outreach.
Summary
The findings revealed that there is a relatively high level of use
and contact with the Nevada Cooperative Extension by respondents and
family members in urban Clark County.
The respondents who indicated they had contacted or used the
services of Extension were asked to identify which program area they or
other family members had used. Based on information provided by the
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survey respondents the most frequently used program area was
agriculture/gardening, 4-H youth program and home economics were second
and third, respectively.
Further analysis of these data revealed that respondents were
satisfied with the services that they had received from the Nevada
Cooperative Extension. If respondents had used a particular service
provided by Extension they were asked to rate their level of
satisfaction. Respondents indicated that they were very satisfied with
the services that they received.
Further analysis of data indicated a moderately high frequency of
use of the Nevada Extension. Over fifty percent (50) of the respondents
and their family members had used the services within the past twelve
(12) months.
The two most frequently identified reasons for non-participation by
respondents who answered the survey question were because of when, where
and did not know what was offered.
The most commonly used method of communication used by clientele to
make contact with Extension was through written materials and telephone
calls to the office. Workshops and meetings were the least used methods.
These findings indicate serious implications when planning delivery
methods to be used by Extension staff in providing programs to the
different clientele.
Discussion
Research question one was concerned with the characteristics of the
consumers of the programs and services of the Nevada Cooperative
83
Extension in urban Clark County. Research question one a compared the
characteristics of the consumers of the Nevada Cooperative Extension
with the characteristics of the consumers in the National Assessment of
Cooperative Extension. The random digit dialing (ROD) technique provides
a systematic sample of a population that reflects population density and
geographical distribution. The sample population used in this study
approximated the population of urban Clark County while the population
from the National study sampled the entire United States which included
both rural and urban areas.
The over-representation of males in the Nevada sample population
might have resulted from the method used to select respondents in the
households. This finding appears to be inconsistent with the literature
reviewed for this study.
Following comparison checks of four sample populations with census
data, Kish (1949) reported that males appeared to be under-represented
among the respondents of three of the four surveys. "Although the
difference was small, its presence in three surveys pointed to possible
occasional deviation from rigorous procedure in the field.." Kish
identified two sources of bias, both due to the fact that males are more
difficult to find at home even with repeated call backs. This then
produced an over-representation of males among the non-respondents (or
refusals) and an occasional substitution on the part of interviewers.
This was not the case in the Nevada survey. Because of the employment
pattern in the casino's and gaming industry where shift work is
involved, more males were home during the peak calling hours and were
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included in the sample.
According to the literature reviewed in the Oklahoma State
University telephone survey conducted by Cosner et al. , the
representation of respondents by sex was skewed toward females
(approximately 62.9 percent). Cosner (1981) reported that "since
individuals were randomly selected from counties rather than from the
state as a whole, the generalizabi1ity to the total general public might
be more limited than the generalizability to the general public of those
fourteen (14) counties.
Jennings also noted that more females than males were present in
the sample population. In the Arkansas telephone survey, 56.9 percent of
the respondents were female.
Warner and Christensons National Assessment also reported a higher
percentage of female participants. Over fifty percent (50%) of the
respondents in the National assessment were female while only 39 percent
in the Nevada assessment.
Data from the Nevada study concurred with the research findings
from the National assessment. The characteristics of the consumers were
found to be very similar. Extension clientele are white, middle to upper
income, high school with some college education, married and
employed.The under-representation of non-whites has already been noted.
Research question two was concerned with the level of awareness of
the Nevada Cooperative Extension in general, and more specifically, the
three program areas of agricultural/gardening, home economics and 4-H
Youth programs.
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The urban Clark County residents who participated in the survey
had a high level of awareness of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in
urban Clark County. The respondents showed broad recognition of the
three program areas and the organizational name. The 4-H youth program
was the most widely recognized program area with 88.4 percent of the
respondents indicating that they had heard of 4-H.
A review of the literature on awareness of Extension from the
national study revealed that 4-H was the most widely recognized program
area name although the national survey's percentage was smaller (77
percent). Warner and Christenson suggested that the reasons that 4-H
had the greatest name recognition is because the name is short, easy to
remember and has not changed over a period of time. The 4-H program also
reached a larger number of people in diverse geographical regions.
The organizational name Nevada Cooperative Extension was recognized
least, although it received broad recognition. A larger percent of
respondents recognized the organizational name in the Nevada survey
(77.8 percent) as compared to only 40 percent in the National
Assessment. Given Extension's agriculturally based history, one would
have expected that agriculture/gardening would have been the most widely
recognized program area. Staff should recognize that a high name
recognition does not imply anything more than awareness.
Research question three was concerned with the Nevada Cooperative
Extension's public image and its perception as an agricultural agency
designed to assist farmers and rural residents. The Nevada Cooperative
Extension was perceived as an agricultural agency designed to assist
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farmers and rural residents. According to the results, the consistency
of that perception remained constant with the respondent's responses on
related questions. According to the Nevada survey, 79 percent of the
respondents agreed that the Nevada Cooperative Extension was an
agricultural agency designed to assist farmers and rural residents.
Warner and Christenson reached a slightly different conclusion
than other researchers regarding the Cooperative Extension Service's
image. Their school of thought was that not only does Extension have
multiple identities, but identities that are inconsistent with its
perceived image. Warner and Christenson made this assessment because of
fund allocations. In the past Extension has been represented almost
exclusively as an agricultural agency and yet that image is not
reflective of the distribution of resources. The majority of Extension's
resources are devoted to programs in home economics, 4-H and community
development, not agriculture as has often been suggested.
Cornett (1958) contends that public concepts have been built over
many years and they are not changing very fast. While Extension leaders
see agriculture as a shrinking segment of a tightly integrated economy
and in a rapidly changing role, public opinion lags far behind and is
still holding to older standards. As Extension is being forced into
broader fields of activity by changing economic and social conditions,
this may cause problems to appear in tax competition for support. In a
wide public service program. Extension has a disadvantage since it is
known as an agricultural or rural service. It also runs the risk of
losing support from farm oriented factions faster than it might gain
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support from others.
Research question four was concerned with respondents perception of
input into programs and services provided in their community by the
Nevada Cooperative Extension.
Because of Extension's mission to involve citizens and its many
public's in all aspects of their supplying services to the local
communities in each county, one would have expected that a greater
percent of the population would have agreed that county residents have
had input in determining the educational programs offered in their
individual communities. This study revealed just the opposite. Over
fifty percent of the respondents to this survey question did not know if
they had any input into the programs that are being provided in their
communities. Even more revealing was the moderate to high rate of
respondents (41.5 percent) who agreed that they did not have any say in
determining the educational objectives of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension.
Relevant literature reviewed on this subject has consistently
revealed that Extension staff as well as public leaders agree that
Cooperative Extension programs should reflect locally determined needs
more than state level determined needs and that nationally determined
needs should be de-emphasized. Both groups agreed that citizen input was
the crux of success for Extensions survival at the county level.
Comments from citizens and political leaders seem to agree that
informing and including the public in all facets of program planning
and implementation would serve to:
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1. create awareness of Extension from clearly identified
audiences which could lead to increased funding and
support, and participation
2. keeping the public informed can lead to a better
understanding of goals and methods; and
3. Cooperative Extension can attract more clientele with
increased local citizen visibility and involvement
Research question five was concerned with the use of services and
programs provided by the Nevada Cooperative Extension, level of
satisfaction with what they received and what method of communication
was used to get the information they needed.
This study revealed that there was a moderate to high level of use
of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County by both
respondents and family members who had contacted Extension. Over 50
percent of the responses to this question indicated that they and other
members of their families had contacted or used the services of the
Nevada Extension and were highly satisfied with the services. In the
review of literature for the national study only 23 percent of
respondents indicated that they had personally contacted an Extension
agent or used the services of Extension at some point in time.
The most frequently used program area identified by respondents in
the Nevada study was agriculture/gardening. This finding may be a
reflection of the disproportionate percentage of males in the sample.
In the national survey agriculture was also the dominant program that
was contacted. One might therefore assume that Cooperative Extension is
used widely on the local level in Nevada as much as it is used
nationwide.
89
In the national survey, almost all respondents who had contacted
Extension indicated that they had received some printed material. Less
than fifty percent (40.9 percent) in the Nevada survey indicated that
their method of communication with Extension was through written
material. Almost 35 percent indicated that their method of contact
with the Nevada Extension was through telephone calls to the office.
The two reasons most frequently identified for not attending
Extension sponsored programs were "I don't know when and where Extension
programs are offered in my community" and "I've never seen or heard any
publicity on what types of programs are offered." In the review of
relevant literature, it was found that Coward (1978) in a study of
Indiana families identified the same two reasons as the most frequently
reported for not attending Extension-sponsored programs. Jenning's
(1983) in a survey of Arkansas residents, also found that the largest
percentage of the respondents did not participate in Extension programs
because they were not aware of the educational services. These findings
suggest that respondents do not know what educational opportunities
the Cooperative Extension Service can and do provide and suggests that
Extension's programs are under-publicized.
In summary, several external factors seem to potentially affect the
populations use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension and its programs.
These factors include its public image. Extension's historical
background and mission and the individuals awareness and perception of
the Nevada Cooperative Extension. In view of the findings presented from
this study, it seems to suggest that Extension leaders might carefully
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assess their past, compare it with their future goals and expectations




CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Recapitulation
A recapitulation of the study, the conclusions, implications and
recommendations for further study are presented in this chapter.
The purpose of this study was to assess the awareness, perception
and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County. The
following research questions were tested to investigate the purpose of
the study.
RQ 1 : What are the characteristics of the consumers of the Nevada
Extension programs and services and how do they compare
with the characteristics of the consumers in the National
Assessment of Cooperative Extension?
RQ 2 : Are the residents of urban Clark County aware of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension and its three major program areas?
RQ 3 : Do the residents of urban Clark County perceive the Nevada
Cooperative Extension as an agricultural agency?
RQ 4 : Do urban Clark County residents perceive themselves as
having any input into determining the educational
objectives of the Nevada Cooperative Extension?
RQ 5 : Do the residents and members of their families use the
services of the Nevada Cooperative Extension? If so, how
often? If not, why not? Are they satisfied with the
services they received? What was the primary method used
to communicate with Extension?
Significance of the Study
This study was significant in that it initiated a type of model for
future investigators to evaluate and assess the awareness, perception
use and organizational image of public agencies. This study will also
add new information to the existing body of knowledge on evaluative
research to be used by Extension personnel, clientele and the many
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public's to which Extension is accountable. It can further be used by
Extension staff as a tool in training future Extension staff at the
undergraduate and graduate levels.
Basic Assumptions
For the purpose of this study, the following assumptions were made:
1. the awareness, perception and use of the Nevada Cooperative
Extension in urban Clark County was accurately related to
an individuals experience/s with the organization.
2. urban Clark County respondents would recognize that Extension
has a pluralistic rather than a single identity.
3. respondents would recognize the three program areas (4-H,
home economics, and agriculture) as being a part of the agency
rather than as a separate entity.
4. the accuracy of the data obtained through the use of the survey
method described in this study would be dependent upon the
memory and honesty of the respondents.
Limitations
Anyone making generalizations from the findings of this study
should be mindful of the following limitations:
1. This study was limited in scope in that it drew upon a repre¬
sentative sample of the total population in urban Clark County
who had access to residential telephone service and who were
a part of the Extension "catchment area." Consequently,
generalizations should be limited to similar population
components.
2. This study focused on the Extension organization as a whole,
not on specific components (i.e., agriculture, home economics,
4-H) therefor, it does not attempt to examine the unique
features of each particular program or activity.
3. The survey method used in this study did not attempt to measure
indicators of economic and social changes resulting from the
use of programs or services obtained through the Nevada
Cooperative Extension.
4. The use of more than one interviewer may have interfered with
the standardization of answers on some of the questions in
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the instrument. Hopefully, the in-service training and the
use of structured interview materials provided by the
researcher reduced the amount of variability.
Definition of Terms
The words and terms which were significant in this study were
operationally defined as follows:
1. Cooperative Extension Service - (also called Extension Service,
Extension, CES and now referred to nationally as the
Cooperative Extension System) is an organization that was
created to disseminate and encourage the application of useful
research-based information relating to agriculture, home
economics and related subjects among the people of the United
States and its territories, not enrolled in land-grant colleges
and universities.
2. Organizational Image - the sum of perceptions, attitudes,
ideas, beliefs and feelings people have about a particular
organization. Operationally, it consisted of the typical
response pattern on each of the variables identified.
3. Awareness - implied knowledge through observation or inter¬
pretation of what one heard, saw or felt. Operationally, it
was the score obtained from items 2,4,5,6,7,8,14,15,16, and
29 of the questionnaire.
4. Perception - implied opinions through what was seen and felt
about the value of the agency through citizen input. Operation¬
ally it was the score obtained from items 2,4,5,6,7,8,14,16,
and 29 of the questionnaire.
5. Use - implied involvement with or having taken advantage of
the goods or services of the agency. Operationally, it was
the score obtained from items 10,11,12,13,17,18,19,22,23,24,25,
27,28,30,33, and 37 of the questionnaire.
Review of the Literature
The review of literature relevant to this study consisted of six
sections. The first section described the literature with regards to the
characteristics of the consumers of Extension programs. Section two and
three described the literature relevant to the historical development of
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land-grant institutions to identify elements that have influenced the
development of Extension over the years and to highlight dilemmas facing
Extension in the future. Section four described the literature relevant
to organizational image of public agencies and more specifically pointed
out that Extension struggles with multiple identities. Section five
described the literature relevant to studies assessing the awareness,
perception and use of Cooperative Extension during the organizations
seventy-four year history. The last section described the literature
relevant to Extension's efforts to change its organizational image
through "issues programming."
Methods and Procedures
One thousand, two-hundred and thirty-two (1,232) residents from
urban Clark County Nevada participated in a telephone survey. Each
participant was administered the same instrument which was specifically
designed to assess the awareness, perception and use of the Nevada
Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County.
The survey instrument had been previously tested on a group of
twelve (12) representatives of the target population who were similar to
the target population in age, sex, education, ethnicity and area of
residence. The instrument was also reviewed by five professional county
agents. Relevant suggestions from both groups were incorporated into the
final instrument.
Statistical Procedure
Simple percents were used to describe the current status of the
awareness, perception and use of the Nevada Cooperative Extension in
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urban Clark County relative to the five research questions.
Conclusions
The analysis of data appears to warrant the following conclusions:
1. The Nevada Cooperative Extension's clientele in urban Clark
County are predominantly middle class. They are middle to
upper income, white, high school and college educated, married,
and employed. The largest percent of the respondents were
male.
2. When comparison were made between the consumers of the programs
and services of the Nevada Cooperative Extension and the
consumers in the National Assessment of Cooperative Extension
few differences were noted. The typical consumer in the
National Assessment was also middle class, middle to upper
income, white, high school and college educated, married and
employed. The largest percent of respondents were female.
3. The Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County has
been somewhat successful in adapting to social change and
meeting the needs of it's clientele and many public's in the
program areas where it has been providing services, namely,
agriculture, home economics, and 4-H. The organization in
general, as well as the three major program areas, enjoy a
relatively high level of public awareness. However, awareness
does imply understanding as evidenced by the respondents to
the survey. Data indicated that respondents were aware of
the agency and its purpose, to some extent, but not of what
Extension's primary mission was.
4. Although respondents to the Nevada survey indicated they were
aware of and used the services of the Nevada Extension, the
organization was still perceived as an agricultural agency
designed to assist farmers and rural residents. This was
evidenced by the analysis of data regardless of an individuals
prior experience with the agency.
5. A large number of the residents who responded to the survey
did not know whether they had any input into the planning
of educational objectives to be presented by Extension in
their communities. Extension staff need to look at the use
of public forums as means of getting more support and a
balanced approach for its three major program areas.
6. The Nevada Cooperative Extension retains considerable support
from a large number of the clientele who responded to the
survey. This was evidenced by the involvement and use patterns
indicated of the three major program areas.
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7. The Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County showed
a moderate to high level of use in the past twelve (12) months
and indicated they were very satisfied with the services they
had participated in. However, a high rate of the respondents
indicated they had not participated in Extension's workshops
because they did not know where or when programs were offered
or what was being offered. A planned on-going marketing program
with a strong public relations component should be implemented.
Implications
Inherent in the conclusions drawn from the findings in this study
are implications that:
1. The Nevada Cooperative Extension seems to have changed and
appears to have broadened it's focus but no one knows it.
The organization need to bring about greater awareness through
planned publicity and marketing programs.
2. There is evidence that suggests that the Nevada Cooperative
Extension work toward defining it's clientele and continuously
work toward improving its services for the benefit of that
clientele.
3. The Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban Clark County has
a pluralistic identity. Because the agency is known by several
names, it should consider standardization of the organizational
name by constantly including the "name of choice" in all
publications (i.e., 4-H, home economics, etc.). This could
also be achieved if staff would take a few minutes at the
beginning of their programs to explain how each program area
complements the parent organization.
4. The stereotypical image of Extension as an agricultural agency
still persists among the residents of urban Clark County.
In order to broaden and make more accurate the image of the
agency, it might consider changing the organizational name
or major program area names (i.e., 4-H) to be more inclusive
of the variety of diverse services rendered.
5. There is a lack of understanding of the services provided
by the Nevada Cooperative Extension which implies a visibility
problem that the agency can solve by making a concentrated
effort to provide increased publicizing of their programs.
Recommendations for Further Study
On the basis of the implications in this study, it is recommended:
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1. That a more comprehensive study should be conducted to include
the rural as well as urban area.
2. That a study should be conducted using just the rural area
area and then comparing the findings from the rural study
with those of the urban study.
3. That a survey of staff members should be undertaken to assess
their perception of the Nevada Cooperative Extension. The
data from this study should then be compared with the public's
perception of Extension.
4. That a study need to be conducted on each major program area
in urban and rural Clark County and let each area reflect
the individual needs rather than generalizing from a small
segment of the population.
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Interim Result Ct><ies Final Eeault Codes
1 *• Ring, no answer
2 Busy signal
1 - Call back, no appt.
i ~ Incomplete scre^er
5 - Appointment made
SC - Screener complete
RF * Refusal by eligible
ER * Enumeration refusal
BS * Business
NW • Non working number
NE ■ No eligible member
MC * Maximum calls




In order to determine who I need to interview, I will need a listing
of members of your household, not their names, just their sex, age
and relationship to you.
Let's start with you — how old are you? Now, I would like the sex,
age and relationship to you of each of the other members of your
household who are 18 years of age or older.
Selection Table
relation to informant sex age eligible person number*
informant
^Number males first, in order of decreasing age. Number females in
the same order.
Now, I'll use a selection procedure — I am going to number the people
in your household to determine who I need to interview — it will just
take a second ...
I need to interview
(relation to informant)
(IF NOT THE PERSON ON THE LINE) May I speak with (him/her)?
n-.Yes
When may I call back to reach...
So that I will know who to ask for,
what is (his/her) first name?
Before we start, I would like to assure you that the interview is
completely voluntary. If a question is asked that you do not wish to
answer, please let me know and we will go to the next question.
START INTERVIEW:





The purpose of my study will be to try and determine the
Public's Awarenesst Perception and Use of The Clark County
Extension Service.






Please list a code besides each of the following characteristics.
1. The format of the survey Is appropriate for the
population on which It was designed to be used.
2. The content of the Instrument adequately samples
the universe of content which might be measured.
3. The content of the instrument appropriately takes
Into account the vocational functioning level of the
population on which It Is designed to be used.
4. Each item is clearly stated.
5. The directions are clearly stated.
6. The presentation of the Items - (i.e., the use
of large letters, arrangement of sections, and the
order of Items on the Instrument Is appropriate to


















Rm. 208 Agr. Exp. Sta.
(606) 257-1803
Envma E. Brooks-Lewis
P. O. Box 886
Austell, Georgia 30001
Dear Ms. Brooks-Lewis:
I aiTi pleased that you found our book Tho Cnnpprative
Extension .qprvirf^: A Natinnal Assp-Rsmpnt informative and useful.
By all means you have my permission to use our survey in
your assessment of the Las Vegas Cooperative Extension Service.
That is what we hope will happen. By using some or all of the
same instrument, comparisons will then be possible.
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CARO IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
If I h«ve your pemisslon, I would like to ask you some questions.
(Items 1 to 32 and 66 through 70 Involved questions on food
security, values, satisfaction with community life, and other
Issues not related to the Extension study.)33.Have you ever heard of the Cooperative Extension Service (Sometimes
called the agricultural Extension Service which Is locally provided by




9 - Refused34.Have you ever heard of Extension Agricultural Programs?
(Extension agricultural programs refer to any aspect of crop and
livestock production and marketing, forestry, fisheries, wildlife and
conservation. This Includes such things as lawn and garden care, as
well as farming.)





35. Have you ever heard of Extension homemaker clubs or programs?
(Extension homemaker clubs or programs refer to home economics
programs In such areas as nutrUlon, clothing and textiles, family
resource management, housing and home furnishings, and health.)





36. Have you ever heard of Extension Comnunlty Development programs?
(Extension Community Development programs focus on the solution of
coomunlty problems such as the provision of services like fire
protection, water and sewers: the expansion of businesses and industry:
and the formation of local development organizations.)





37. Have you ever heard of Extension 4-H youth programs?
(Extension 4-H programs stress the development of young people
through projects, activities, and leadership development.)
154 - 1 - No —
/ 2 - Yes -
/ 7 - N/A
8 - OK
9 - Refused
38. Were you a 4-H member
as a youth?





39. Have you ever been a
4-H leader or helper?





40. Have you personally ever contacted an Extension agent or used the services
of Extension?
If yes to any of 5
questTons but no to
4-H question, go to
2uest1wj40;^^ If no to all 5 questions,go to question 81.If yM to 4-H question,continue.





41. Have other members of your family ever contacted an Extension agent or
used services of Extension?
158 - 1 - No —- If no to question 40 and





42. Within the past year have you personally contacted an Extension agent or
used Extension services?





43. Within the past year have other members of your family contacted an
Extension agent or used services of Extension?





If yes to either, continue
with next question.
44. Did you or your family
contact or use Extension
concerning:
Agricultural programs





45. Home Economics programs











If no to 42









) I 9 - Refused
48. Within the past year have you or your family listened to a radio program
or watched a T.V. program conducted by Extension personnel?
165 - 1 - No
2 - Yes
7 - N/A
8 - DK9- Refused
49. Within the past year have you or your family received any written material
(such as bulletins, newsletters, or publications) from Extension?
166 - 1 - No
2 - Yes
7 - N/A
8 - DK9- Refused
50. Within the past year have you of your family attended a meeting or
workshop conducted by Extension?





51. Do you have an Extension Service office In your county?





52. Have you ever felt that you were discriminated against by Extension?






The Extension Service Is Involved In many kinds of programs. Please
Indicate how high of a priority Extension should give to programs that
focus on the following topics;(INTERVIEWER: REPEAT QUESTION AS NECESSARY)
Should a slight, moderate, great, or very great Importance be
given by Extension to;
Very











54. Energy conservation 171 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
55. Human nutrition 172 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
56. Conmunlty services and
facilities 173 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
57. Family life and personal
development 174 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
58. Housing 175 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
59. Economic Development 176 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
60. Consumer affairs 177 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
61. Home gardening and
lawn care 178 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
62. Food marketing 179 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
63. Health care 180 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
ror
CARO
2C7 201 20? 205' 200 207
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
64. National resources and
envlronment 208 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
65. Youth development 209 - 1 2 3 4 7 8 9
O
Are you very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, satisfied, or very satisfied
Wl;h the following; (INTERVIEWER: REPEAT QUESTION AS NECESSARY)
•D T)
« at
71. With the Cooperative Extension
Service in general 215 - 1
72. With Agriculture Extension programs . . 216 - 1
73. With 4-H Extension programs 217 - 1





75. With Conmunity Development Extension
programs 219 - 2
+J ^ < C
10 at 10 ^ o
t/i ></) a; a
3 4 7 8
3 4 7 8
3 4 7 8
3 4 7 8
3 4 7 8
Now we would like to know whether you feel that less or more government
funds should be spent on the following programs:
Less Same More N/A DK
76. Cooperative Extension Service
in general 220 - 1
77. Agriculture Extension programs 221 - 1
78. Home Economics Extension programs ... 222 - 1
79. 4-H Extension programs 223 - 1
80. Community Development Extension
programs 224 - 1
2 3 7 8
2 3 7 8
2 3 7 8
2 3 7 8















We would now like to ask you a few questions for background purposes. No
individual responses can be identified.
81. Were you raised on a farm, in a rural area but not on a farm, in a town of
less than 50,000, or in a city of 50,000 or more oeople?
225 - 1 - Farm
2 - Rural and Nonfarra
3 - Town (less than 50,000)




82. Do you now live on a farm, in a rural area but not on a farm, in a town of
less than 50,000 people, or in a city of 50,000 or more people?
226 - 1 - Farm
2 - Rural and Nonfarm
3 - Town (less than 50,000)




83. In what state do you live? (write in)
84. What is the name of your county? (write in)
2?T
23T
85. INTERVIEWER SKIP: SMSA
NonSMSA adjacent
NonSHSA nonadjacent 137
86. In what year were you bom? (last two digits)
87. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
236 - 1 - Grade school
2 - High school
3 - College




88. Are you currently employed?






8 - DK -*
9 - Refused —•
89. Do you own or operate a farm?
238 - 1 - No




90. Hom many acres do you
operate?
53? 5?ff 5?r IJZ
91. Did your gross farm sales
exceed $20,000 In 1981?





92. Is your operation primarily
crop or livestock?







93. In addition to farming, do
you have an off-farm job?
1





94. If yes — Is the job part-
time or full-time?






95. Are you married, separated, divorced, widowed, or have you never
been married?








96. Do you own your home, or do you rent?
248 - 1 - Own home (or buying)
2 - Rent
3 - Live with parents/1n-laws
4 - Live with chlldren/ln-laws




97. Did you vote In the 1980 presidential election?





98. Did you contribute money or your time to any political activities
during the 1980 elections?





99. Do you consider yourself politically . . .








100. Which one of the following groups do you consider yourself a member of?
(INTERVIEWER; READ 1-6)
252 - 1 - White2- Black3- Hispanic (Puerto Rican,






101. Finally, in 1981 was your total family income before taxes . . .
(INTERVIEWER; READ RESPONSE OPTIONS 1-7)
253 - 1 - Under $5,0002- $5 to $10,000 ($9,999)3- $10 to $20,000 ($19,999)4- $20 to $30,000 ($29,999)5- $30 to $40,000 ($39,999)6- $40 to $50,000 ($49,999)7- $50,000 or more
8 - N/A
9 - Refused
That's all of the questions that I have. Thank you very much for your time.
INTERVIEWER; COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
GENDER OF THE RESPONDENT: 254 - 1 - Female
2 - Hale







































Overview - "Purpose of the Study"
Review - "How Telephone Numbers will be
Selected
Practice - Use of the Selection Sheet
— BREAK
Review of Questionnaire
Role Playing - Administration of
Questionnaire
Question and Answer Session
APPENDIX G
KILVAJDA C(30PERATI\?i: EXTENSION AV.TkI^ENESS SUIA'I^Y









































































































































































AWARENESS, PERCERTION AND USE OF THE
NEVADA COOFERATIVE EXTENSION IN
URBAN CLARK COUNTY SURVEY
INTRODUCTION
Hello: My name is and I am calling from the Nevada
Cooperative Extension. We are conducting a survey to gather
information about the use of Cooperative Extension in urban Clark
County. Through the information obtained from this survey, we hope
to find a better means of providing educational offerings in your
community that are useful and find a more accessible means of
providing them. Your participation is completely voluntary. Your
name will not appear on this questionnaire and will not be used in
any reports. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential and
will be used for this study only. If there are any questions that
you prefer not to answer, simply say so when they are asked. If you
wish to stop the interview once it has started, please say so. We
can make arrangements to continue at a more convenient time.
We hope that you will be willing to take part and answer as many
questions as possible.
Unless you have questions or would like some more information. I
would like to begin the interview now.
APPENDIX I 1171.In which of the following areas in Clark County do you reside?
1.1. Las Vegas
1.2. North Las Vegas
1.3. Henderson
1.4. Boulder City
1.5. Las Vegas Valley
(specify)
1.6. Other
(specify)2.Have you ever heard of the Nevada Cooperative Extensicm (Sanetimes
called the Clark County Cooperative Extension, Cooperative Extension





2.5. Refused3.How do you feel about this statement? "Hie Nevada Qxiperative
Extension is primarily an Agricultural Agency designed to assist





3.5. Refused4.Have you ever heard of the Nevada Cooperative Extension with regards
to Agriculture and Gardening? (Agriculture and Gardening deals
with such things as caring for your lawn and garden, landscaping,






If Yes, No, or Don't Knew,
continue with question 5.
i If Yes, continue |
If Ito or Dcari't Know
skip to question 4.




5. Have you ever heard of the Nevada CJooperative Extension with regards
to Heme Eocaicndcs or Hcmaaaker Clubs? (Hone Econcmics or Hononaker
Clubs refer to such areas as nutrition, parenting education, family












If Yes, No, or Dcxi't Knew,
continue with question 6
6. Have you ever heard of the Nevada Cooperative Extension 4-H Youth
Programs? {4-H Youth Programs stress the developnent of young people











I If Yes, continue
If Ifo to questions 2,4,5, and 6,
discontinue interview.






















How do you feel about this statement? "Ihe Nevada Gooperative
Cooperative Extension should place (1st) priority on Agriculture
and Gctrd^iinq; (2nd) priority on 4-H Youth Programs; and (3rd)












10. Have you personally ever contacted the Nevada Cooperative Extension?
10.1. Yes
10.2. No 1 If Yes, continue.!
10.3. NA
10.4. Don't Know
10.5. Refused 1 If No, skip to question 14.1
11. Did you contact the Nevada Cooperative Extension concerning:
11.1. Agriculture and Gardening
11.2. Heme Economics or Hcmanaker Clubs
11.3. 4-H Youth Programs
11.4. Other
(specify)












Now, to the best of your knowledge, which of the following "Educaticmal
Offerings" are psrovided by the Nevada Cooperative Extension in urban
dark County?
14. Agriculture and Gardminq
"Educational Offerings" on ... {repeat as oftm as necessary)
14.1. horticulture for homeowners and businesses
14.2. lawn care for homeowners and businesses
14.3. landscaping
14.4. gardening






"Bctucatloned Offerings" on ... (repeat as often as necessary)
15.1. food preservation, food preparation, and nutrition
15.2. money manag^^t, budgeting, and consumer information
15.3. retirenent, will, and estate planning
15.4. family planning, teen pregnancy, and parenting education
15.5. health care and stress managenent
15.6. developing homeiaking skills
15.7. purchasing and caring for hone appliances and equipment
15.8. Information about the Expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program (EFNEP)
16. Youth Leadership and Developraent
"Educational Offerings" on ... {repeat as oftai as necessary)
16.1. the "Latch-Key" program
16.2. out-of-school youth programs
16.3. benefits of the 4-H program to youth
16.4. nutrition for youths
16.5. after-school-day care for youth
16.6. developing leadership skills
16.7. opportunities to learn the "value of work"
Of the "Educaticnal Offerings" listed that you are familiar with, have
taken advantage of, have tried, or participated in, please rate
according to the following scale: E (Excellent); G (Good); F (Fair);
P (Poor); VP (Very Poor); and DK (Don't Knew), if you are unfamiliar
with the offering.17.Agriculture and Gardening E G F P VP KC
17.1. horticulture for home¬
owners and businesses











E G F P VP DK






18.3. retirement, will and
estate planning
18.4. family planning, teen
pregnancy, and parenting
education




18.7. purchasing and caring
for home appliances
and equipment
18.8. information about the
Expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program (EFNEP)
19. Youth Leadership and Development E G F P VP ESC
19.1. the "Latch-Key" program
19.2. out-of-school youth
programs
19.3. benefits of the 4-H
program to youth
19.4. nutrition for youths




19.7. opportunities to learn
the "value of work"
20. Of the following "Bducatic»ial Offerings", which do you feel the
Nevada Extension should provide in your community? They should




20.4. employment and job training
20.5. continuing education assistance
20.6. child care




20.9. econonical meal planning and nutrition
20.10. pet care and training
20.11. insect and rodent control
20.12. water and air pollution
20.13. water conservation
20.14. energy conservation
20.15. simple home repairs








21. Of the "BducationcLL Offerings" that you indicated, which three
do you consider to be the most important?
21.1.
21.2.21.3.














24. Did other members of your family contact the Nevada Cooperative
Extension concerning:
24.1. Agriculture and Gardening
24.2. Home Economics or Hcmanaker Clubs
24.3. 4-H Youth Programs
24.4. Other





25.5. Refused26.Please rate the following topics. Should the Nevada Extension give
a (S) Slight, (M) Moderate, (G) Great or (VG) Very Great importance
to each of the topics.
Topics S M G VG NA DK RF
26.1. food production 1
26.2. human nutrition 1
26.3. lawn care and gardening 1
26.4. econcxnic development 1
26.5. youth developinent 1
26.6. money management 1
26.7. family issues 1
26.8. health 1
26.9. personal development 1
26.10. Other
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5


















727.If other mennbers of your family had contact with the Nevada
Cooperative Extension, overall, how satisfied were they with the







27.7. Refused28.If other family members had contact with the Nevada Extension,








29. How do you feel about this statement? "The Nevada Extension provides
research-based infonnatlon to all citizens of dark Ctounty to help
them obtain the tmderstanding and skills needed to solve their






30. If you had contact with or heard about the Nevada Extension, what



























Telephone Call to Extension Office
Telephone Call fron Extension Office
Personal Visit to Clients Hcxne
Personal Visit to Extension Office
Personal Letter fron Extension Office
Personal Letter to Extension Office
4-H Club
Homenaker Club
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program
Contact with Extension through Church Group
Contact with Extension through Civic/Service Organization
Contact with Extension through Public Agency
Contact with Extension through Volunteer Group
Other31.How do you feel about this statem^t? "dark County residents have
had no say in determining the educaticmal objectives of the Nevada









12533.If menbers of your family had contact with or heard about the Nevada





33.5. Bulletins and Leaflets
33.6. Fact Sheets
33.7. Telephone Call to Extension Office
33.8. Telephone Call frcxn Extension Office
33.9. Personal Visit to Clients Home
33.10. Personal Visit to Extension Office
33.11. Personal Letter fron Extension Office
33.12. Personal Letter to Extension Office
33.13. 4-H Club
33.14. Honenaker Cli±>
33.15. Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program
33.16. Contact with Extension through Church Group
33.17. Contact with Extension through Civic/Service Organization
33.18. Contact with Extension through Public Agency
33.19. Contact with Extension through Volunteer Group
33.20. Other34.Do you think Clark County residents should have any say in
determining the "Educational Offerings" in your canmunity?
34.1. Yes
34.2. No J If Yes, continue
34.3. NA
34.4. Don't Know j If No, go to question 36 1
34.5. Refused
35. How much say do you think Clark County residents should have in












36.4. 9 or more
36.5. Refused
12637.If you have not attended an "Educational Offering" conducted by
the Nevada Extension, which of the following statements, best
describes why you have not?
37.1. I don't know when Extension classes are offered.
37.2. I don't know where Extension classes are offered.
37.3. I am not aware, based upon my exposure to the media,
of what types of classes are offered by Extension.
37.4. I could not attend classes at the times they are offered.
37.5. Extension classes are not offered in my community.
37.6. I'm not interested in the topics covered by Extension.
37.7. Other
38. Within which age range do you fall?
38.1. 18 - 24 years of age
38.2. 25 - 30 years of age
38.3. 31 - 39 years of age
38.4. 40 - 49 years of age
38.5. 50 and over




39.4. Asian, Pacific Islander
39.5. Other
40. What is the highest grade of school or college that you completed?
40.1. No formal schooling
40.2. Kindergarten - 6th grade
40.3. 7,8,9,10,11, grade, (circle response, place in blank)
40.4. 12th. grade; completed high school or GED
40.5. 1 - 3 years college
40.6. 4 years of college; bachelor's degree
40.7. 5 or more years of college
40.8. Other
41. What is your current marital status? Are you ...
41.1. Single
















43. What was the total combined income of your household last year
before taxes?
43.1. Less than 5,000
43.2. Between 5 and 9,999
43.3. Between 10 and 19,999
43.4. Between 20 and 29,999
43.5. Between 30 and 39,999
43.6. Between 40 and 49,999
43.7. 50,000 and above
43.8. Don't Know
43.9. Refused
'mKSR ARE ALL THE QCJESTICHS THAT I HAVE. THANK YOU PGR YOUR TIME AND
GGNTRIBUnON.
